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[image: image2.jpg]Results of sampling conducted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) show low levels of the compound para-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) in three city of St. Louis water wells.  The highest concentration of pCBSA detected is approximately 140 times lower than a health-based pCBSA level for drinking water. No other site-related compounds were detected. Regulated compounds continue to be below the limits for safe drinking water.




Although pCBSA is a byproduct of DDT manufacturing, it is not a hazardous substance and is not regulated by the Safe Drinking Water Act.  It has been used at other DDT Superfund sites as an indicator of the potential movement of contamination, which is why EPA conducted sampling for pCBSA at the Velsicol site and in the city’s water wells.  It is EPA’s goal to ensure that the city’s drinking water supply continues to be safe from contamination related to the Velsicol Superfund Site, and monitoring for pCBSA is a step in this process.  pCBSA is much more soluble in water than other organic compounds, and is more resistant to natural removal processes.  Therefore, it migrates to greater distances in groundwater than other organic compounds (such as DDT).  Thus, although its presence warrants additional monitoring, there is no reason to believe that the city of St. Louis’ drinking water supply is in immediate jeopardy either from the pCBSA itself or site-related contamination. EPA intends to conduct this additional monitoring at new wells that it will be installing soon between the site and the water supply wells.




The highest level of pCBSA was detected in City Well No. 4 at 180 micrograms per liter, or part per billion.  It was also detected in City Well No. 1 at 97 micrograms per liter, and at City Well No. 7 at 32 micrograms per liter.  According to health-based standards calculated for pCBSA at other Superfund sites, levels of pCBSA below 25,000 micrograms per liter are considered safe.  In recent years, City Wells Nos. 1, 4, and 7 have seen decreased usage.  Thus, the water from these wells currently comprises a smaller amount of the overall water supply, and water from wells in which pCBSA is not detected (Nos. 5, 6 and 8) make up the majority (75 percent in 2004) of the water supply.




For more information:




If you would like more information, you may contact one of the following team members:









Stephanie Linebaugh




Remedial Project Manager




EPA Region 5




(312) 353-2315




linebaugh.stephanie@epa.gov









Stuart Hill




Community Involvement Coordinator




EPA Region 5




(312) 886-0689









Scott Cornelius




Project Manager




Michigan DEQ




517-373-7367




� HYPERLINK "mailto:cornelis@state.mi.us" \o "mailto:cornelis@state.mi.us" �cornelis@state.mi.us�









�









     Velsicol 




  Chemical




Corp.




Site









St. Louis, Michigan




City Well Locations



















DRAFT//092705



mke/EPA Velsicol Fact Sheet-v2.doc
1





















 2



several of the city wells, with a maximum detected concentration of 180 ppb.  The fact that p-
CBSA has been detected in the city wells demonstrates that a migration pathway exists for 
higher concentrations of p-CBSA and other site-related contaminants to potentially reach the city 
wells.   
 
Although no toxicity value has been established for p-CBSA, the State of Michigan recently 
promulgated a drinking water standard for p-CBSA using the 1 mg/kg-day reference dose 
derived from the 28-day oral toxicity study in rats that was conducted under contract with U.S. 
EPA by American Biogenics Corporation (1985).  The Michigan drinking water standard for p-
CBSA is 7,300 ppb.  Even though the concentrations of p-CBSA in the city water supply wells 
are well below the Michigan drinking water standard, the uncertainty involved with there being 
no long-term toxicity studies and no toxicity value for p-CBSA is a cause of great concern in the 
community. 
 
EPA Region 5 will continue to monitor the city wells and will soon be installing sentry 
monitoring wells between the site and the city wells to monitor for site-related contaminants that 
might be migrating toward the city wells.  However, given that no long-term toxicity tests on p-
CBSA have been conducted, Region 5 and the local community at the site believe that such 
testing should be conducted to further evaluate potential health impacts from long-term exposure 
to p-CBSA.  I ask that you give serious consideration to this request. 
 
If you would like more detailed information about the Velsicol Chemical Superfund Site, please 
feel free to contact the Remedial Project Manager, Rebecca Frey (312-886-4760; 
frey.rebecca@epa.gov) and she will provide whatever information you require. 
 
Attachment 
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Memorandum



SUBJECT: Priorities and Study of Para-Chlorobenzene Sulfonic Acid (p-CBSA);
Groundwater at the Montrose Superfund Site



TO: William Farland, Director
National Center for Exposure Assessment
Office of Research and Development



Steven Luftig, Director _.
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response (5201-G)
Senior Process Manager for Risk Assessment
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response(5202)



&S~^^
FROM: KeithTakata, Director j* • \lt^\0^^



Superfund Division V^
EPA Region IX, San Francisco



cc: David Cooper, Senior Process Manager for Risk Assessment
Peter Gravatt



On March 30, 1999,1 signed a ROD for the Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit for the
Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites in Los Angeles, CA. Groundwater at one of
these sites, Montrose Chemical, contains the chemical para-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid
(p-CBSA). We have determined that therejjre no promulgated standards for this chemical, and
insufficient lexicological data exist upon which to base provisional standards. No additional
lexicological studies are planned for p-CBSA, based on our inquiries to NCEA. The ROD selects
a groundwater remedy in which contaminantsjother than p-CBSA would be treated, but does not
require significant treatment of p-CBSA in groundwater. The ROD does impose institutional and
monitoring controls for p-CBSA, and explicitly recognizes that, should new studies be performed
which allow EPA lo evaluate a protective level for p-CBSA, EPA will re-evaluate the
protectiveness of the selected remedial action; with respect to the contaminant. This could
presumably occur at statutory five year reviews or earlier, if necessary.



You may not have been previously aware of this compound and, as you are among those involved
with setting national priorities for toxicological studies, I wanted to make sure that you are aware
of our experience with p-CBSA so that you can address it within the context of those priorities.
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p-CBSA and the Montrose Superfund Site



The Montrose Superfund site manufactured the pesticide DDT from 1947 to 1982 at a plant in
southern Los Angeles near the City of Torrance. Montrose made DDT by mixing chlorobenzene
and trichloroacetaldehyde in the presence of fuming sulfuric acid. p-CBSA was formed as an
unwanted side-product when the sulfuric acid reacted directly with the chlorobenzene.



Groundwater under the Montrose site is heavily contaminated with chlorobenzene, benzene, and
p-CBSA, among other contaminants, more than 1.3 miles from the former Montrose plant and at
depths exceeding 250 feet over six aquifers. There are no groundwater users currently consuming
water contaminated by p-CBSA, although its migration to production wells and/or installation of
production wells within the plume is possible. J^aximum concentrations of p-CBSA, outside
EPA's TI waiver zone, exceed 100,000 ppb at the Montrose site; large portions of the
contaminated groundwater contain concentrations above 1000 ppb.



p-CBSA is highly water-soluble relative to the other groundwater contaminants, and therefore has
moved farther in groundwater, resulting in an extensive distribution. Therefore, actions targeting
the distribution of the other contaminants would not target the entire p-CBSA distribution. Also,
p-CBSA is not cost-effectively treated by the technologies that readily treat chlorobenzene and
benzene. Therefore, full treatment of p-CBSA would have had dramatic cost implications for the
$30 million remedy we selected.



As far as we know, p-CBSA is associated only with the manufacture of DDT and with wastes
from such manufacture. In Region IX, p-CBSA is present at the Montrose Superfund Site and
the Stringfellow Acid Pits Site. The latter received waste acids from Montrose.



Toxicological Studies on p-CBSA



A handful of toxicological indicator tests and a 28-day subchronic gavage study have been
performed on p-CBSA. Indicator tests did not indicate teratogenicity or mutagenicity. No LD50



could be determined because experimenters did not observe lethality at any dose tested and the
tests were aborted without continuing to increase dosages. The highest dose given in which
adverse effects were not observed was 10QQ_mg/kg/day, but the study was limited in design and
duration. There are no chronic studies of which we are aware for this compound, which does not
appear in any of the major toxicological databases. In one study, it appeared that rats were
metabolizing a related compound (which was the subject of that study) into p-CBSA which was
then found in the rats' urine. That may indicate that because of its high water solubility, the body
may be able to excrete p-CBSA readily and that its residence time in the body may be small. This
has not been confirmed, however.



At the request of our toxicologist, Stan Smucker, and our remedial project manager for
Montrose, Jeff Dhont, NCEA examined these tests and data, and concluded that the studies
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conducted to date are insufficient, both in nature and number, to propose either full or provisional
health-based standards and that additional studies would be required before such standards could
be set. The State of California asked EPA to consider a highly provisional value of 25,000 ppb
with respect to aquifer injection, which they based on the 1000 mg/kg/day dose in the subchronic
study. However, they have set no standard, promulgated or provisional, with respect to in-situ
groundwater.



Priorities



To our knowledge, there are no additional studies for p-CBSA underway or planned. We
understand that the priority of studies for p-CBSA may be lower than some contaminants because
preliminary tests have suggested a low toxicity, because p-CBSA is found in a relatively small
number of sites and cases, and because people are not currently exposed to it. These conditions
may place p-CBSA in contrast to more widely prevalent compounds that lack sufficient study
such as perchlorate and MTBE.



At the same time, p-CBSA is likely to be present nation-wide at any sites where DDT was
manufactured and hazardous substances have been released. The laboratory analysis for p-CBSA
is not standard, and so it is not likely to be analyzed for unless the site manager specifically
requests such analyses. p-CBSA now has a significant distribution in the aquifer system near the
Montrose site in Los Angeles. I felt that you should be informed of this in setting priorities for
additional studies or in discussions with those who may be setting such priorities. Moreover, if
you can provide me with information regarding when additional studies of p-CBSA might take
place, it would assist us in our remedial strategy and in communicating with the community near
the Montrose site. ..__._..._•_.



I can be reached at (415) 744-1730 and Jeff Dhont, remedial project manager for the Montrose
site, can be reached at (415) 744-2399, Mail Code SFD-7-1.










                               Risk Communication for p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic acid (pCBSA)  



                                          Velsicol Superfund Site, St. Louis Michigan


· Very low levels of a chemical called pCBSA, a byproduct of the manufacture of DDT, has been found in city drinking water wells.  The highest levels of pCBSA found are 150 times lower than current health criteria, and therefore would be highly unlikely to pose any significant risks to persons drinking, bathing or cooking with city water.



· Specifically, three of five city wells tested were found to have less than one part per billion (ppb) of pCBSA; one had an average level of 80 ppb (also micrograms per liter or ug/l); one with 32 ppb; and one having 180 ppb.  A comparison of  these values show them to be considerably below a current health value of 25,000 ppb for pCBSA. 



· U.S. EPA will continue to monitor city wells to ensure that levels of pCBSA are below levels of health concern.  No levels of DDT have been found in city wells and there are no levels of other chemicals in city drinking water above health criteria.  



· Pending discussions with city officials, a few tap water samples may be taken to determine levels of pCBSA in residential locations.  This action would be taken to evaluate if pCBSA becomes diluted or breaks down as it travels from city wells to area homes.  This testing is not being conducted because there is a health concern.



· Testing of pCBSA has shown that it is not mutagenic (tendency to cause cancer), not  teratogenic (ability to cause birth defects) and has extreme low toxicity in animals.   Animal testing with chlorobenzene, a related but more toxic compound than pCBSA, found no cancer effects.  pCBSA is quickly eliminated from the body and does not build up in tissues. 



· Use of community drinking water for cooking, bathing, and other home use will not result in pCBSA exposures above current health criteria.  It is known that certain volatile organic chemicals (VOCs) can be released from water into the air and can be absorbed through the skin. Unlike other VOCs, pCBSA has a very high degree of water solubility making it far less likely to be released into the air or absorbed into the skin.



· To ensure that St. Louis residents would not have unacceptable exposures from potential inhalation or skin exposure from pCBSA, detailed assessments on other VOC exposures were evaluated (“A Total Exposure and Risk Assessment for Drinking Water Contaminated with VOCs”, M..Clark, C. Fuller, University of Illinois School of Public Health, 1987).   These assessments show under the worst possible case situations of bathing and household water use, that inhalation and dermal exposure (skin contact) to more volatile VOCs than pCBSA, total exposures might increase by about 10 fold over that from drinking water alone.  Even if pCBSA were to volatilize at high levels and be readily absorbed through the skin, which is highly unlikely because of its high water solubility and lower volatility compared to other VOCs, total exposures for the persons receiving water from the well with the highest concentrations of pCBSA, would still be 10 times below health criteria.                





                             


                               Risk Communication for p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic acid (pCBSA)  


                                          Velsicol Superfund Site, St. Louis Michigan








●	Very low levels of a chemical called pCBSA, a byproduct of the manufacture of DDT, has been found in city drinking water wells.  The highest levels of pCBSA found are 150 times lower than current health criteria, and therefore would be highly unlikely to pose any significant risks to persons drinking, bathing or cooking with city water.


●	Specifically, three of five city wells tested were found to have less than one part per billion (ppb) of pCBSA; one had an average level of 80 ppb (also micrograms per liter or ug/l); one with 32 ppb; and one having 180 ppb.  A comparison of  these values show them to be considerably below a current health value of 25,000 ppb for pCBSA. 


●	U.S. EPA (?) will continue to monitor city wells to ensure that levels of pCBSA are below levels of health concern.  No levels of DDT have been found in city wells and there are no levels of other chemicals in city drinking water (NEED TO CONFIRM) above health criteria.  


●	Pending discussions with city officials, a few tap water samples may be taken to determine levels of pCBSA in residential locations.  This action would be taken to evaluate if pCBSA becomes diluted or breaks down as it travels from city wells to area homes.  This testing is not being conducted because there is a health concern.


●	Testing of pCBSA has shown that it is not mutagenic (tendency to cause cancer), not  teratogenic (ability to cause birth defects) and has extreme low toxicity in animals.   Animal testing with chlorobenzene, a related but more toxic compound than pCBSA, found no cancer effects.  pCBSA is quickly eliminated from the body and does not build up in tissues. 


●	Use of community drinking water for cooking, bathing, and other home use will result in  pCBSA exposures above current health criteria.  from breathing the air or having water contact with the skin.  It is known that certain volatile organic chemicals (VOCs) can be released from water into the air during cooking, showering and other home use of water, such as that from use of dishwaters and humidifiersand can be absorebed through the skin. Unlike other VOCs, pCBSA is a very high degree of water solubility making it far less likely to be released into the air or absorbed into the skin.


●	To ensure that St. Louis residents would not have unacceptable exposures from potential inhalation or skin exposure from pCBSA, detailed assessments on other VOC exposures were evaluated (“A Total Exposure and Risk Assessment for Drinking Water Contaminated with VOCs”, M..Clark, C. Fuller, University of Illinois School of Public Health, 1987).   These assessments show under the worst possible case situations of bathing and household water use, that inhalation and dermal exposure to more volatile VOCs than pCBSA, total exposures might increase by about 10 fold over that from drinking water alone.  Even if pCBSA were to volatilize at high levels and be readily absorbed through the skin, which is highly unlikely because of its high water solubility and lower volatility compared to other VOCs, total exposures for the persons receiving water from the well with the highest concentrations of pCBSA, would still be 10 times below the health criteria.                
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●	Very low levels of a chemical called pCBSA, a byproduct of the manufacture of DDT, has been found in city drinking water wells.  The highest levels of pCBSA found are 150 times lower than current health criteria, and therefore would be highly unlikely to pose any significant risks to persons drinking, bathing or cooking with city water.


●	Specifically, three of five city wells tested were found to have less than one part per billion (ppb) of pCBSA; one had an average level of 80 ppb (also micrograms per liter or ug/l); one with 32 ppb; and one having 180 ppb.  A comparison of  these values to health criteria, twhowshown ohow them to be considerably below he State of California has a current health value of 25,000 ppb for pCBSA. 


●	U.S. EPA (?) will continue to monitor city wells to ensure that levels of pCBSA are below levels of health concern.  No levels of DDT have been found in city wells and there are no levels of other chemicals in city drinking water (NEED TO CONFIRM) above health criteria.  


●	Pending discussions with city officials, a few tap water samples may be taken to determine levels of pCBSA in residential locations.  This action would be taken to evaluate if pCBSA becomes diluted or breaks down as it travels from city wells to area homes.  This testing is not being conducted because there is a health concern.


●	Testing of pCBSA has shown that it is not mutagenic (tendency to cause cancer), not  teratogenic (ability to cause birth defects) and has extreme low toxicity in animals.   Animal testing with chlorobenzene, a related but more toxic compound than pCBSA, found no cancer effects.  pCBSA is quickly eliminated from the body and does not build up in tissues. 







From: Maier, Brent
To: Maurice Lyles (maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov); tom_bohigian@boxer.senate.gov;


 yvette_martinez@boxer.senate.gov; molly_o"brien@feinstein.senate.gov; trevor_daley@feinstein.senate.gov;
 blanca.jimenez@mail.house.gov; Hamilton Cloud (hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov)


Cc: Lyons, John; Barton, Dana; Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN;
 Mogharabi, Nahal; Keener, Bill


Subject: Montrose/Del Amo Superfund Site Update - Availability for Conference Call on Thursday, March 5th at 3:30pm
Date: Thursday, February 26, 2015 2:09:55 PM
Attachments: Montrose Del Amo_2-15.pdf


Montrose Bilingual DNAPL FS 9_14 XCR.PDF


Dear Colleagues:
 
I wanted to reach out to each of you regarding our interest in setting up a conference call on
 Thursday, March 5th at 3:30pm to provide your office with a site update on the Del Amo
 and Montrose Superfund Sites in Torrance. During this call we will provide your office
 with information on the vapor intrusion work EPA will be conducting in the Harbor Gateway
 neighborhood adjacent to the Sites as well as an update on the proposed Dense Non-Aqueous
 Phase Liquid (DNAPL) cleanup plan for the Montrose Superfund Site as well as talk about
 the work EPA is doing to address the pCBSA issues. My Superfund Division colleagues will
 join me for this call. I have attached to this invitation a PDF document regarding our vapor
 intrusion work. I also wanted to make you aware that our office has been speaking to a
 reporter with the Los Angeles Times about EPA’s vapor intrusion work at the Montrose/Del
 Amo Superfund Site and there is a possibility that you may see an article come out over the
 weekend.
 
I have attached to this message a fact sheet regarding our vapor intrusion work as well as a
 fact sheet on the proposed Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) cleanup plan for the
 Montrose Superfund Site.
 
I have set up a conference line for us to use for this discussion and am providing both the call-
in number and access code to join the call.
 
Dial-In Number: (866) 299-3188 
 
Conference Code: 4159721596#
 
Leader PIN: 1015 (for use only by Brent Maier to initiate the call)
 
Please confirm your availability to let me know whether this proposed date/time works for
 you. Please give me a call if you have any questions or need any additional information.
 
Regards,
 
Brent Maier
Congressional Liaison
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
Ph: 415.947.4256
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Request for Indoor Air Sampling
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is working to ad-
dress concerns raised by the community for the potential volatiliza-
tion (evaporation) of contaminants from groundwater moving into 
indoor air, a process called vapor intrusion. As a result of a series of 
meetings between EPA, the California Department of Toxic Sub-
stances Control (DTSC), the Del Amo Action Committee and com-
munity members, and their independent technical advisor, 
Dr. James Wells, we are moving forward to find 
out if vapor intrusion is occurring. 



We are requesting permission 
from residents in specific areas 
of the Harbor Gateway neigh-
borhood to collect indoor air 
samples in 2015. There is no 
cost to owners or tenants for 
this sampling. The sampling 
will be used to find out if there 
is a buildup in homes of the 
contaminant trichloroethylene 
(TCE) and other volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), through 
vapor intrusion, from the Mon-
trose and Del Amo Superfund 
sites (Sites). 



U . S .  E N v I R O N M E N T A L  P R O T E C T I O N  A G E N C y 



For More Information about the 
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites



Figure 1: Vapor intrusion is a 
process where vapors from under-
ground contamination migrate 
into the indoor air of overlying 
structures, such as homes or com-
mercial buildings. 



EPA Contact Information



Alejandro Díaz
EPA Community  
Involvement Coordinator
(415) 972-3242
diaz.alejandro@epa.gov



Yarissa Martínez
EPA Project Manager
(213) 244-1806
martinez.yarissa@epa.gov



EPA Websites



www.epa.gov/region09/montrose
www.epa.gov/region09/delamo



During the sampling, EPA 
will be hosting informal 
“office hours” at a mobile 
site located on the corner 
of 204th St. and Budlong 
Ave. EPA officials will be 
available to answer ques-
tions, make appointments to 
discuss sampling and collect 
access agreements.



Temporary EPA On-Site Office



Dates and times will be pub-
lished on the EPA Del Amo 
and Montrose websites.



James Wells, Ph.D., P.G.
TASC Technical Advisor
(805) 880-9300
jwells@everettassociates.net











How Does EPA Do Sampling?
Sampling usually requires two 30-minute home visits. During the first 
visit, EPA will explain how household products and everyday activities 
(like using your heater or opening windows) can affect indoor air qual-
ity. EPA will place 1-2 small air samplers in the breathing 
zone (3-6 feet above the floor) to collect the samples in the 
house. Other samplers may be placed in the crawl space 
beneath the home and in the outdoors. If the home does 
not have a crawl space, EPA may request specific per-
mission to drill a pencil-sized hole in the floor to take 
samples underneath the home. During the second visit, 
EPA picks up the samplers, and then sends them to an 
EPA-approved lab for analysis. In four to five weeks, 
EPA will contact the residents and/or landowners with 
the results, and discuss any potential follow-up steps.



VOCs and Vapor Intrusion
TCE, benzene, and monochlorobenzene are types of VOCs 
found at the Sites that can move as vapors from the groundwater 
through soil under certain conditions. These underground VOCs 
are a product of contamination from the Sites, as well as from the 
past activities of several companies that once operated in the area 
northwest of the Sites. Since the 1990s, the companies responsible 
for the pollution have worked to develop and construct a treat-
ment system to clean up and contain contaminated groundwater. 
As part of this effort, a groundwater treatment system (located on 
Normandie Avenue at West 204th St.) was built and is scheduled 
to be operational in 2015.



Why Are You Sampling Now?
If vapors move under a building, it is possible for them to pass 
through cracks and other openings in the foundation and enter 
the indoor air (see Figure 1). If this happens at high enough levels, 
it may create a health risk for those breathing indoor air. Recent 
scientific studies for TCE have led EPA to take more protective 
measures to test for and minimize the risk of vapor intrusion. 



Furthermore, EPA has learned vapor intrusion levels can vary 
throughout the year, and that the most accurate time to mea-
sure the greatest potential for VOC buildup is during the winter 
months. Based on these developments, EPA has decided to evalu-
ate homes in the Harbor Gateway community for vapor intrusion. 



As such, EPA is asking residents for permission to sample 
indoor air in homes in February 2015 to confirm that EPA’s 
new, lower standards for TCE and VOCs exposure are not 
being exceeded.



How Can I Sign Up?
EPA has prioritized two residential sampling areas for the vapor 
intrusion investigation. If you live outside the residential sampling 
areas and are interested in participating, please contact EPA. Out-
side these areas, EPA may sample as resources allow. 



Please check to see if you are within the project area on the map 
above. If so, please contact EPA representatives Yarissa or Ale-
jandro (contact information on opposite side) to schedule an ap-
pointment. Before EPA can take any samples, we need written 
permission from the property owner and the resident.



Figure 2: Sampling Areas
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is 
seeking public comments on its proposed Dense Non-
Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) cleanup plan for the 
Montrose Superfund Site (Site) in Los Angeles, CA. You 
are encouraged to participate, as your input will influence 
EPA’s final decision.



Sitio Superfund  Montrose  Superfund Site



U. S .  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P r o t e c t i o n  A g e n c y   $  R e g i o n  9   $  S a n  Fr a n c i s c o ,  C A   $  S e p t e m b e r  /  s e p t i e m b r e  2 0 1 4



EPA Requests 
Comments on 



Proposed  
DNAPL Cleanup



La EPA solicita 
comentarios sobre el 
Plan Propuesto de 



limpieza del DNAPL



Public Meeting
Come learn more, and provide comments by attending 
our public meeting on: Saturday, November 8th, 2014 
from10:00am-12:30pm at the Holiday Inn Torrance, 
19800 S Vermont Ave., Torrance, CA



Spanish interpretation and a court reporter will ensure your 
comments and concerns are documented.



EPA Workshop
Also at the Holiday Inn on Monday, October 
27th, 2014, from 6:30-8:30 pm. Come find out 
more about the DNAPL cleanup in the context 
of the overall cleanup, mobile versus immobile DNAPL, 
technologies & impacts, and contaminants & health.



La Agencia de Protección Ambiental de los Estados Unidos 
(EPA, por sus siglas en inglés) está solicitando comentarios 
públicos sobre su plan propuesto de la limpieza del líquido 
denso en fase no-acuosa (DNAPL) para el sitio Superfund 
Montrose (Sitio) en Los Angeles, CA. Le alentamos partici-
par, ya que su aportación afectará la decisión final de la EPA.



What is DNAPL?



DNAPL is a technical way of describing pockets of 
pure contaminants within soil and groundwater. At 
this Site, DNAPL is made up of about 50% DDT and 
50% chlorobenzene (one of the ingredients of DDT).



Reunión publica
Venga aprender más, y proporcione sus comentarios al asistir 
a la reunión pública el día: Sábado, 8 de noviembre del 
2014. A partir de las 10:00am a 12:30pm en el Holiday 
Inn Torrance, 19800 S Vermont, Torrance, CA



Habrá una traductora en español y un reportero judicial quienes 
asegurarán que sus comentarios y preocupaciones sean documentados.



Taller de la EPA 
También en el Holiday Inn el día lunes, 27 de 
octubre del 2014, de 6:30 a 8:30. Venga a cono-
cer más sobre la limpieza del DNPL en el con-



texto de limpieza general del DNAPL móvil versus inmóvil, 
tecnologías e impactos y contaminantes y la salud.



¿Qué es el DNAPL?



El DNAPL es una forma técnica de describir bolsas 
de contaminantes puros en el suelo y el agua sub-
terránea. En este Sitio, el DNAPL está compuesto de 
aproximadamente 50% DDT y 50% clorobenceno 
(uno de los ingredientes del DDT).



This fact sheet summarizes a 16 page 
complete Proposed Plan. That document can 
be found at the information repositories or 
online at: www.epa.gov/region09/montrose



Esta hoja de información resume un Plan Propuesto 
competo de 16 páginas. Ese documento se podrá 
encontrar en los depositos de información o en 
internet a: www.epa.gov/region09/montrose
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Summary of Risk and Basis for Action 



Based on the land and groundwater uses described above, the DNAPL at the Montrose 



Superfund Site does not currently pose an exposure risk to human or ecological receptors. 



However, DNAPL is the principal threat at the Montrose Superfund Site, because it con-



tinues to dissolve into the groundwater, and serves as a long-term source of chlorobenzene 



and, to a lesser degree, other contaminants to groundwater and soil vapor. 



Th
e Groundwater remedy for both Sites is designed to hydraulically contain and remedi-



ate the dissolved plume coming from the DNAPL source, and also hydraulically contain 



the TI Waiver Zone that surrounds DNAPL. Residual DNAPL is trapped in pore spaces 



between soil particles within the TI Waiver Zone and cannot migrate in the subsurface 



outside this zone under natural conditions. However, mobile DNAPL that is present at the 



former Montrose Plant Property remains a threat to groundwater and soil vapor, because it 



is capable of continued vertical and/or lateral migration outside the TI Waiver Zone. Th
is 



potential migration of mobile DNAPL may result in failure of the Groundwater remedy. 



Removing mobile DNAPL, therefore, is a critical component in preserving the groundwater 



resource and ensuring protection of human health and the environment. 



It is EPA’s current judgment that the Preferred Alternative identified in this Proposed Plan, 



or one of the other active measures considered in the Proposed Plan, is necessary to protect 



public health or the welfare of the environment from actual or threatened releases of haz-



ardous substances into the environment. Th
e Preferred Alternative is focused on prevent-



ing uncontrolled migration and the spread of mobile DNAPL to ensure (1) protection of 



22,873 Sq/Ft



3,076 Sq/Ft



Jones Chemical



Lateral extent of DNAPL



Areas of Mobile DNAPL 



Soil Borings
Monitoring wells



Legend



Figure 5. Estimated Extent of Mobile DNAPL



Remediation 



Objectives



The remediation objectives for the 



DNAPL remedy are as follows:



Prevent human exposure to 



•	
DNAPL (via ingestion, inhala-



tion, or dermal contact) that 



would pose an unacceptable 



health risk to on or off property 



receptors under industrial land 



uses of the Montrose Property 



and adjacent properties.



To the extent practicable, 



•	
limit uncontrolled lateral and 



vertical migration of mobile 



DNAPL under industrial land 



use and hydraulic conditions in 



groundwater.



Increase the probability of 



•	
achieving and maintaining 



containment of dissolved-phase 



contamination to the extent 



practicable, as required by the 



existing groundwater ROD, for 



the time period that such con-



tainment remains necessary.



Reduce mobile DNAPL mass to 



•	
the extent practicable.



To the extent practicable, 



•	
reduce the potential for 



recontamination of aquifers 



that have been restored by the 



groundwater remedial actions, 



as required by the groundwater 



ROD, in the event containment 



should fail.



To the extent practicable, 



•	
reduce the dissolved-phase 



concentrations within the con-



tainment zone over time.



human health and the environment, and (2) 



the success of the groundwater remedy at 



the Montrose Superfund Site. 



Th
e objectives, methods, and technologies 



that are planned to accomplish these goals 



are discussed next.
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Montrose Superfund Site



Site Contamination 



The remedial actions described in this Proposed Plan are focused on 



the DNAPL source. DNAPL has a density higher than water, so it 



sinks when put into water. As mentioned above, DNAPL at the Site 



consists of about 50 percent DDT and 50 percent chlorobenzene. 



Chlorobenzene is a volatile organic compound (VOC) that can 



volatilize (that is, can be emitted as gas) from solids or liquids into 



the atmosphere and cause vapor intrusion (VI). It is also soluble in 



water. In contact with groundwater, chlorobenzene dissolves from 



DNAPL and forms a plume of contaminated groundwater referred 



to as the “chlorobenzene plume.” This dissolved clorobenzene plume 



is being addressed by the Dual Site Groundwater remedy. The 



potential VI from the DNAPL source and dissolved chlorobenzene 



plume is being currently evaluated by EPA. 



DDT is not volatile and not soluble in water. Because it is not 



volatile, DDT does not pose a risk of VI. Also, as mentioned above, 



DDT sticks to soil particles and does not mix and/or travel with 



groundwater; therefore, the chlorobenzene plume includes little to 



no DDT.Beneath the Montrose Property, DNAPL is found at depths ranging 



from 7 to 101.5 feet below ground surface (bgs). Depth to ground-



water in this area is about 40 to 60 feet bgs. DNAPL, therefore, 



occurs in both the unsaturated zone (soils above groundwater) and 



the saturated zone (soils at the groundwater level). Site soils, in both 



the unsaturated and saturated zones, are composed of discontinuous 



layers of silt, sand, and clays. 



Pools of DNAPL are perched on top of less-penetrable soils such 



as silt, and clay. Figure 3 is a diagram of typical vertical DNAPL 



distribution at a site like Montrose. 



The full extent of DNAPL at the Site occurs beneath (and within 



the horizontal boundaries of ) the Montrose Property, and well 



within the TI Waiver Zone established by EPA (see box above). 



The estimated lateral extent of DNAPL, known as the “entire treat-



ment area,” is about 160,000 square feet (ft 2) (see Figure 5).



Mobile Vs. Residual DNAPL



DNAPL at the Montrose Property occurs in both “mobile” and 



“residual” forms. Mobile DNAPL is a continuous mass of DNAPL 



that can flow with groundwater and/or sink under gravitational 



forces. 
Residual DNAPL is trapped in the pore spaces of soil particles and 



cannot move laterally and/or vertically under natural conditions (see 



Figure 4).Mobile DNAPL is present beneath the Montrose Property within a 



much smaller area of approximately 26,000 ft 2. This area is known as 



the “focused treatment area” and was estimated based on the known 



occurrence of mobile DNAPL in wells in the source area and mea-



sured DNAPL concentrations above 53,000 milligrams per kilogram 



(mg/kg), which was determined to be a threshold, above which 



DNAPL was considered to be mobile. The area of mobile DNAPL is 



shown in Figure 5. 



The extent of mobile DNAPL may be further refined, if needed, 



during the remedial design and remedial action phases of work, with 



input from the State. 



What is a TI Waiver Zone?



The groundwater remedy includes long-term hydraulic 



containment of the DNAPL-contaminated area and a 



buffer around this area referred to as the “Technical Im-



practicability (TI) Waiver Zone.” The TI Waiver Zone was 



established because, as documented in the groundwa-



ter ROD, EPA determined that removal of all DNAPL was 



not practicable, given current technologies. This area will 



be evaluated for protection again in 2015.



Figure 3. Sample Diagram of Vertical DNAPL Distribution



Figure 4. Mobile vs. Residual DNAPL
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The Del Amo Superfund Site, which 



includes the former site of a 280-acre 



synthetic rubber manufacturing plant, is 



located east of the Montrose Superfund Site 



(see Figure 2). During operations, chemi-



cals such as benzene were released into soil 



and groundwater beneath the plant. The 



chlorobenzene plume from the Montrose 



Superfund Site is mixed with the benzene 



plume originating at the Del Amo Super-



fund Site. 
EPA listed the Montrose Site on the 



Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) 



in 1989. In order to organize the investiga-



tion and cleanup activities, EPA divided the 



Montrose Superfund Site into several parts, 



which are called “Operable Units” (OUs). 



The OU that addresses the DNAPL source, 



as well as adjacent OUs for soil and ground-



water at the Montrose Superfund Site, are 



briefly described on the opposite page. 



Figure 2 shows the main areas of the 



Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites. As 



mentioned above, the DNAPL remedy will 



complement the Groundwater remedy from 



both Sites by removing DNAPL that serves 



as a source of groundwater contamination. 



Site Characteristics



Current Land Use



The Montrose Property was regraded and 



capped with asphalt by Montrose in 1985. 



Within the property boundary, two large 



raised building pads and a total of six 



temporary soil and debris containment cells 



were constructed by EPA to temporarily 



store contaminated soils excavated from 



Kenwood Avenue (the Historic Stormwater 



Pathway-Neighborhood OU). In addi-



tion, Montrose is currently constructing 



the groundwater treatment facility for the 



Groundwater OU for both Sites at the 



Montrose Property. Extensive dust monitor-



ing is being performed during construc-



tion activities to ensure public health and 



construction worker safety. 



A 2004 study conducted by EPA concluded that the most likely reuse scenario for the Mon-



trose Property would be industrial land use. The adjacent properties are also zoned industrial 



and commercial. Land use south and southeast of the Montrose Property is mixed manufac-



turing, commercial, and residential.



Although the State of California designates all of the water-bearing units beneath the 



Montrose property as having potential potable beneficial use, there are currently no known 



municipal or private potable production wells in use within the area of DNAPL distribu-



tion and/or dissolved groundwater contamination at the Montrose Superfund Site. The 



nearest municipal supply wells are located more than 2 miles from the Montrose Property, 



and about 0.5 to 1 mile southeast from the furthest extent of groundwater contamination 



related to the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites.



Figure 2. Main Areas of the Dual Site Groundwater Contamination



Legend
Approximate extent of 



Dual Site Groundwater Contamination



DNAPL Contamination extent
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Montrose Superfund Site



Site Background
Montrose Chemical Corporation of California (Montrose) manu-



factured the technical grade of the pesticide dichlorodiphenyl-



trichloroethane (DDT) from 1947 until 1982 at a 13-acre plant 



located at 20201 Normandie Avenue, in Los Angeles, near the City 



of Torrance, California (see Figure 1). 



The plant was dismantled and demolished by 1983, and the plant 



property was graded and covered with an asphalt cap. In its 35 years 



of operation, the Montrose plant released hazardous substances into 



the surrounding environment, including surface soil, groundwater, 



stormwater drainage ditches, sanitary sewers, and ultimately the 



Pacific Ocean.
Contaminants used at the plant entered the ground within the 



former Montrose plant property (“Montrose Property”) through 



leaks from valves and clogged lines, and other elements of the DDT 



manufacturing process. Chlorobenzene, which is a colorless, flam-



mable liquid and a common solvent, was one of the most widely 



encountered contaminants resulting from the plant operation.



Soil beneath the Montrose Property is also contaminated with 



DDT, which is a crystalline solid and not soluble in water. DDT 



sticks to soil particles and does not mix and/or travel with ground-



water. Therefore, DDT by itself does not cause contamination of 



groundwater. However, DDT is soluble in chlorobenzene. At this 



site DDT dissolved in chlorobenzene, and formed a liquid mixture 



consisting of about 50 percent DDT and 50 percent chlorobenzene. 



This mixture is referred to as “Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid,” 



or “DNAPL.” DNAPL contamination occurs in soil and groundwa-



ter beneath the Montrose Property. When DNAPL comes into con-



tact with groundwater, chlorobenzene dissolves from the DNAPL. 



At the Montrose Superfund Site, the chlorobenzene has formed a 



groundwater plume that extends more than 1.5 miles downstream 



of the Montrose Property. 



Figure 1. Former Montrose Plant Property



On- and Near-Property Soils OU: 



includes contamination in shallow soils 



and soil vapors that are present on and 



near the Montrose Property as a result of 



past activities there. For this OU, a hu-



man health risk assessment and feasibility 



study are currently being prepared.
Current Stormwater Pathway OU 



– Torrance Lateral to Consolidated 



Strip: includes locations where rainfall 



runoff may have carried contaminants 



from the Montrose Property. 
Dual Site Groundwater OU: addresses 



groundwater contamination from both 



the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund 



Sites. The selected remedy for this OU 



includes extraction and treatment of con-



taminated groundwater, and reinjection 



of treated water back into groundwater 



aquifers. Construction activities for the 



treatment system started in March 2013, 



and are expected to be completed by the end 



of 2014. Once operational, the system will 



extract up to 700 gallons of water per min-



ute, and inject cleaned treated water back 



into the ground. Because the DNAPL at the 



Montrose property is a source of groundwa-



ter contamination, the groundwater ROD 



requires removal of the DNAPL source to 



the extent practicable. DNAPL OU: addresses the DNAPL source 



at the Montrose Property and is the subject 



of this Proposed Plan. Historic Stormwater Pathway – Neigh-



borhood OU: includes the Kenwood 



Avenue neighborhood, where EPA com-



pleted removal actions in 2002 and 2008 to 



address Montrose-related contamination.



Palos Verdes Shelf OU: includes con-



tamination on the ocean floor off the Palos 



Verdes Peninsula.



Historic Stormwater Pathway – 



Royal Boulevard OU: includes por-



tions of eight industrial and residential 



properties along Torrance Boulevard and 



Royal Boulevard, where runoff from the 



Montrose Property transported contami-



nants into the storm drainage channel. 



Jones Chemicals OU: addresses con-



tamination at the JCI Jones Chemicals, 



Inc. (Jones) property, which is immedi-



ately adjacent to the Montrose Property. 



Jones manufactures, stores, repack-



ages, and distributes water treatment 



chemicals and other chemicals used by 



municipalities, the public, and industry. 



A variety of chlorinated solvents have 



been identified in the subsurface at the 



Jones property. A remedial investigation 



is currently underway.



Montrose Superfund Site Operable Units



What is DNAPL?Dense Non-Aqueous Phase liquid is 
a technical way of describing pock-
ets of pure contaminants within 
soil and groundwater. 



Montrose Superfund SiteLos Angeles, California



U . S .  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P r o t e c t i o n  A g e n c y   $   R e g i o n  9   $   S a n  F r a n c i s c o ,  C A   $   S e p t e m b e r  2 0 1 4EPA Requests Comments on  
Proposed DNAPL Cleanup Plan



1This Proposed Plan is being issued pursuant to CERCLA §117(a), 42 U.S.C. §9617(a), and the National Contingency Plan §300.430(f )(3), 40 C.F.R. §300.430(f )(3).



EPA



The United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is seeking public comments 
on this Proposed Plan for cleanup of dense 
non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) at 
the Montrose Superfund Site. The DNAPL 
operable unit (OU) is one of seven OUs at 
the Montrose Superfund Site. This Proposed 
Plan presents the remedial actions designed 



74 Day Public Comment Period September 8th – November 21st, 2014
The EPA is interested in hearing from the public, and will accept public comments 



from early September to late November. EPA invites you to a Community Meeting 



where you can hear a presentation discussing the Proposed Plan and offer your oral 



and written comments. EPA will consider these comments and respond to them 



when selecting a remedy. EPA will document the comments and responses in a sec-



tion of the final decision document, called the Record of Decision (ROD). There are 



several ways for the public to provide comments (written, oral, email or faxed com-



ments). This information is listed on page 15.



Public Comment MeetingSaturday, November 8, 2014 10 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.Holiday Inn Torrance, 19800 Vermont Ave, Torrance, California 



to address DNAPL residing in soil and 
groundwater beneath the Montrose Superfund 
Site. These remedial actions will complement 
the groundwater cleanup action that was 
selected in 1999, because DNAPL acts as a 
source to groundwater contamination, and 
cleanup of this source will help ensure the 
groundwater remedy is successful. 



EPA, as the lead agency for this cleanup, has 
prepared this Proposed Plan in consultation 
with the support agency, California Depart-
ment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 
and other stakeholders. 



This Proposed Plan summarizes key infor-
mation and results from EPA’s Remedial 
Investigation and Feasibility Study reports. 
The EPA’s preferred method for address-
ing the contaminants and an analysis of 
all cleanup alternatives are described in 
this Plan. Although EPA has identified a 
preferred alternative, EPA will not make 
a final decision until all the comments 
are considered. The public is encouraged 
to provide comments on any or all of the 
alternatives. For more detailed information, 
please see the Feasibility Study report, and 
other reports and documents within the ad-
ministrative record, available at the locations 
specified on the back page.



EPA’s primary objective for this Plan is to 
protect human health and the environ-
ment from contaminants found in DNAPL 
beneath the Montrose Superfund Site1.



Periodo  de Comentario Público Extendido hasta 13 de febrero,  2015



Public  Comment  Period Extended until Feb 13th, 2015











EPA’s Preferred Remedy
EPA’s preferred remedy for cleaning up DNAPL at the 
Site is to install probes to heat soil by using a technology 
called Electrical Resistance Heating, and collect the mobile 
DNAPL in heated soil vapors and treat them on-site 
using a Soil Vapor Extraction 
System (SVE), and create 
land use controls to prevent 
any future development that 
is not industrial at the Site. 
This remedy, referred to as 
6A, is one of 9 alternatives the 
EPA considered. 



SVE SVE



Air-Water 
Separator



Separador de 
aire y agua



Electrical Resistance Heating (ERH)



Vapor Treatment 
via Granular 
Activated Carbon



Tratamiento de 
vapores vía carbón 



granulado activado



El remedio preferido de la EPA
El remedio preferido de la EPA para la limpieza del DNAPL 
en el Sitio, es establecer controles institucionales para preve-
nir cualquier construcción futura que no sea uso industrial 
en el Sitio, también instalar sondas para calentar el suelo por 



medio de la tecnología llama-
da calefacción con resistencia 
y recolectar los vapores calien-
tes y tratarlos en el sitio utili-
zando el sistema de extracción 
de vapor del suelo (SVE). Este 
remedio, denominado 6A, es 
una de 9 alternativas que la 
EPA consideró.



Other technologies EPA considered include steam injection, 
where gas powered steam is injected below the surface to 
heat the contaminants for collection by an SVE system, 
and hydraulic displacement, which uses water to push 
contamination toward extraction wells. For a more detailed 
discussion of all of the cleanup alternatives, please read the 
full version of this plan located at the repositories or at the 
website www.epa.gov/region09/montrose.



The Site
Montrose Chemical Corporation of California manufac-
tured the pesticide DDT (dichloro-diphenyl-tricloroethane) 
from 1947–1982 at a plant located at 20201 Normandie 
Ave., in Los Angeles County, CA. Chlorobenzene and DDT 
were released in the manufacturing process, and contami-
nated the groundwater in the form of DNAPL. 



The Montrose DNAPL is found entirely beneath the surface 
of the former plant property, and acts as a source of con-
tamination for the groundwater. In 1999, EPA selected a 
groundwater cleanup remedy, which involves the installation 
of a network of wells to pump and treat contamination on-
site. In addition, the decision document specifies that EPA 
needs to develop a cleanup plan for the source DNAPL. The 
groundwater cleanup system is under construction and is 
scheduled to be turned on in November 2014.



Otras tecnologías que fueron consideradas por la EPA in-
cluyen inyección de vapor, donde se inyecta vapor de gas 
por debajo de la superficie para calentar los contaminantes 
recolectados en el sistema SVE, y desplazamiento hidráu-
lico, el cual utiliza el agua para empujar la contaminación 
hacia pozos de extracción. Para más detalles sobre todas 
las alternativas de la limpieza, por favor lea la versión 
completa de este plan localizado en uno de los depósitos 
de información o en internet en la siguiente dirección 
www.epa.gov/region09/montrose.



El Sitio
La empresa Montrose Chemical Corporation of California 
(Montrose) fabricó el pesticida diclorodifeniltricloroetano 
(DDT) desde 1947 hasta 1982 en una planta ubicada en el 
20201 Normandie Avenue, en el Condado de Los Ángeles, 
CA. El clorobenceno y el DDT fueron liberados durante el 
proceso de fabricación y contaminaron el agua subterránea 
en forma de DNAPL.



El DNAPL en Montrose se encuentra totalmente debajo 
de la superficie de la propiedad de la antigua planta y actúa 
como una fuente de contaminación del agua subterránea. 
En 1999, la EPA seleccionó un remedio de limpieza para el 
agua subterránea, el cual consiste en la instalación de una 



2 Montrose Superfund Site / Sitio Superfund Montrose



Electrical Resistance 
Heating (ERH)



Calentamiento con 
resistencia eléctrica (ERH)











22,873 Sq/Ft



3,076 Sq/Ft



Jones Chemical
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Antigua Compañia Boeing



Legend / Leyenda



Lateral extent of DNAPL
Alcance lateral de DNAPL



Areas of Mobile DNAPL 
Alcance de DNAPL Móvil



Soil Borings
Ubicación de pozo de muestreo



Monitoring wells
Ubicación de pozo de monitoreo



LADWP Right-of-Way
Derecho de paso de LADWP



red de pozos de bombeo y 
tratamiento de la contami-
nación en el Sitio. Además, 
el documento de decisión 
especifica que la EPA debe 
elaborar un plan de limpieza 
para la fuente del DNAPL. 
El sistema de limpieza del 
agua subterránea se encuen-
tra en construcción y está 
programado para activarse 
en noviembre del 2014.



Estimated Extent of Mobile 
DNAPL / Alcance Estimado 
del DNAPL Móvil



Information Repository / Depósitos de Información



The documents EPA considered in developing this Proposed Plan are available at the following locations /  
Los documentos utilizados para desarrollar este Plan Propuesto están disponibles en:



Katy Geissert Civic Center Library 
Biblioteca del Centro Cívico de Torrance
3301 Torrance Boulevard
(310) 618-5959



Carson Public Library 
Biblioteca Pública de Carson 
151 East Carson Street 
(310) 830-0901



EPA Superfund Records Center 
Centro de Documentos de  
Superfund de la EPA
95 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 536-2000



The Proposed Plan and other information about the Montrose Site can also be found at EPA’s web page at /  
El Plan Propuesto y otra información sobre el sitio Del Amo se encuentran en la página web de la EPA en: 



www.epa.gov/region09/montrose
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Email / Correo Electrónico
Email comments to /  
enviar sus comentarios a través de correo electrónico a:  
martinez.yarissa@epa.gov



Sitio Superfund  Montrose  Superfund Site
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-6-3)
San Francisco, CA  94105
Attn: Alejandro Diaz (Montrose 9/14)



Official Business
Penalty for Private Use, $300



Address Service Requested



FIRST-CLASS MAIL
POSTAGE & FEES 



PAID
U.S. EPA



Permit No. G-35
Public Comment Period
EPA is offering a longer-than-usual comment period to ensure 
the public has time to develop their comments. The comment 
period extends through Friday, February 13th, 2015.



Periodo de comentarios públicos
La EPA está ofreciendo un período de comentario más largo de lo normal para 
asegurar que el público tenga tiempo para desarrollar sus comentarios. El 
periodo de comentario será hasta el viernes, 13 de febrero del 2015.



Mail / 
Correo
Please submit your comments  
to the EPA Project Manager /  
Por favor, envíe sus comentarios a 
la gerente del proyecto de la EPA: 



Yarissa Martínez
US EPA
600 Wilshire Blvd., Ste 1460
Los Angeles, CA 90017



Phone & Fax / 
Teléfono y Fax
T: (213) 244-1806  
F: (213) 244-1850













From: Yogi, David
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Cynthia Babich
Cc: Barton, Dana; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Sanchez, Yolanda; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Wetmore, Cynthia
Subject: Phase 1 Functional Test Memo
Date: Wednesday, February 25, 2015 11:45:16 AM
Attachments: Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan_final revised_public.pdf


Hi Cynthia,
Per our conversation last week, please find attached the Phase 1 Functional Test (i.e., 30-60
 minute test) memo.  The test has been schedule to happen tomorrow, February 26.  As
 mentioned in Attachment 2 of the February 17 agenda, we will be providing test results to
 DAAC within 7-10 days of receipt by EPA.  It is now anticipated these results will be
 delivered to EPA within 1-3 weeks after completion of the test.  If you have any questions,
 please feel free to contact me.
 
Thanks,
David
 
David Yogi
Manager, Community Involvement Section
Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Phone:  415-972-3350
Mobile:  415-760-5419
Email:  yogi.david@epa.gov
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Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan 



Torrance Groundwater Remediation System (TGRS) 



Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California 



Objective 



The objective of this short-term test is to demonstrate that the TGRS system is capable of reducing 



dissolved para-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) concentrations to below the reinjection standard 



under the Record of Decision (25 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) exclusive of any benefit offered by the new 



carbon in the liquid-phase granular activated carbon (LGAC) vessels.  pCBSA concentrations of 23 and 31 



mg/L were detected after air stripping during the first and second functional tests conducted on 



December 1 and 15, 2014, respectively.  However, some of the ozone generation cells did not work 



properly during the second functional test, resulting in an ozone dose approximately 12% below target 



levels.  The faulty ozone generation cells have since been repaired.  Although the new carbon reduced 



pCBSA concentrations below the reinjection standard during the second functional test, the benefit 



offered by this carbon is not expected to be long lasting based on previous bench testing results.  



Therefore, prior to longer term testing, another short functional test will be conducted to ensure that the 



new TGRS system can achieve the 25 mg/L pCBSA injection standard under this short-term test.    



Parameters 



The parameters for the Phase 1 functional test are defined as follows: 



 Extraction Well Flow Rates = same as first functional test (see table below) 



 Total Target Flow Rate = 700 gallons per minute (gpm) 



 Target Ozone Dose = 26 to 27 mg/L 



 Air Stripping Configuration = two in parallel, as designed 



Proposed Extraction Well Flow Rates 



Well 
Flow 



(gpm) 



UBA-EW-1 25 



UBA-EW-3 15 



MBFB-EW-1 0 



BF-EW-1 42 



BF-EW-2 83 



BF-EW-3 80 



BF-EW-4 140 



BF-EW-5 15 



G-EW-1 125 



G-EW-2 30 



G-EW-3 25 



G-EW-4 120 



Total 700 



 



With the exception of the ozone dose, the above parameters are identical to the first functional test 



conducted on December 1, 2014.  For the proposed Phase 1 test, the ozone dose will be increased to the 



maximum or near maximum concentration feasible using the ozone generator.  The treated groundwater 
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generated during the Phase 1 test will not be discharged and held on site pending laboratory results 



confirming that chemical concentrations were reduced in compliance with the ROD’s reinjection 



standards.  Laboratory results will be submitted simultaneously to EPA and the State.  If the laboratory 



results demonstrate that the pCBSA concentration meets the 25 mg/L injection standard and with 



concurrence by EPA, Montrose will discharge the treated water from the Phase 1 testing via the injection 



wells.  



Duration 



The duration of the Phase 1 test will be between 30 and 60 minutes.  Effluent holding Tank 3770 and 



Utility Tank 3750 have a combined capacity of 50,000 gallons.  Assuming that both of these tanks are used 



to temporarily contain the treated groundwater (up to 85% of the tank capacity), the maximum duration 



of this test will be 60 minutes at 700 gpm.  This duration is sufficient to overcome the entrained capacity 



of the process vessels and build up the ozone concentration to the target dose.   



Sampling 



Representative groundwater samples will be collected from the influent, after HiPOx, after air stripping, 



after LGAC, and from the effluent tank.  Representative vapor samples will be collected from the VGAC 



influent and discharge stack.  The groundwater and vapor samples will be analyzed as follows: 



Sample 
VOCs 
EPA 



8260B1 



SVOCs 
EPA 



8270C 



pCBSA 
EPA 



314.0 M 



Metals 
EPA 6010B 
and 7470A 



Arsenic 
EPA 
6020 



Pesticides 
EPA 



8081A 



TOC 
EPA 



415.1 



VOCs 
EPA 



TO-15 



Groundwater 



Influent X  X  X  X  



Post-HiPOx X  X  X  X  



Post-Air 
Stripper 



X  X  X    



Post-LGAC X X X X X X   



Effluent Tank   X      



Vapor 



VGAC Influent        X 



Discharge 
Stack 



       X 



1Including fuel oxygenates 



Analysis of the groundwater samples will focus on dissolved VOCs (including TBA), pCBSA, and arsenic.  



The influent and post-HiPOx samples will additionally be tested for Total Organic Carbon (TOC) to support 



evaluation of oxidant demand for the HiPOx system.  The post-LGAC groundwater sample will be tested 



for the full suite of chemicals with established reinjection standards.  The effluent tank sample will be 



tested for pCBSA at the request of the State.  The samples will be analyzed on standard 5-day turnaround.  



In addition to the laboratory analysis, groundwater pH, dissolved oxygen, and chemical oxygen demand 



will be measured in the field at all four sample locations using calibrated water quality instruments.         











Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan 
TGRS, Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California 
 



 Page 3 of 3  



Discharge of Existing Water 



The effluent and utility tanks are currently holding approximately 40,000 gallons of treated groundwater 



generated during the second functional test conducted on December 15, 2014.  That groundwater meets 



the injection standard for pCBSA (less than 25,000 ug/L) and only two volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 



were detected (12 ug/L tert-butyl-alcohol [TBA] and 3.9J ug/L acetone).  There is no state or federal 



maximum contaminant level (MCL) for TBA or acetone, but there is a state action level of 12 ug/L for TBA.  



Prior to conducting the Phase 1 functional test, a verification sample of the treated groundwater from the 



second functional test will be collected and analyzed for pCBSA.  Laboratory results will be submitted 



simultaneously to EPA and the State.  If the verification sample confirms that pCBSA is below the injection 



standard and with concurrence from EPA, the treated groundwater will be pumped to the TGRS injection 



wells. 



Schedule and Reporting 



Following EPA and State approval, the Phase 1 functional testing will be scheduled.  All field activities can 



be completed in a single day, and only one to two days of advance planning will be required to coordinate 



resources and sampling supplies.  Once established, EPA and the State will be notified at least 24 hours in 



advance of the Phase 1 functional testing schedule. 



Laboratory analysis of the Phase 1 functional testing samples will take approximately five business days.  



Upon receipt, the laboratory results and associated field parameters will be tabulated.  Following review 



by Montrose, the results table and laboratory report will be submitted to EPA and the State.  Given the 



limited nature of the Phase 1 functional testing, no additional reporting is required for this test.    













From: Margand, Freya
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Conley, Tina; Yogi, David
Subject: RE: Discuss TASC support for Montrose / Del Amo
Date: Wednesday, January 21, 2015 10:05:46 AM
Attachments: Tasking work process.pptx


TASC Contract tasking flow.pdf
TD #4 R9 Montrose - Del Amo TANA.docx
TD #5 R9 Montrose - Del Amo TANA.docx
TD R9 Montrose-DelAmo Refrence - Draft Activity Schedule 9_14.docx
TD R9 Del Amo Montrose Just in Time TD7-30-14- FINAL.docx
TD R9 #19rev Del Amo Montrose.docx
TD R9 #19 Del Amo Montrose.docx
TD R9 #18 Del Amo Montrose .docx


Hi Yolanda.
 
Attached are Montrose & Del Amo directives and two tasking flow diagrams (Power Point put
 together by me and pdf put together by Skeo).  Both of the flow diagrams really need to speak to
 the ongoing interaction between the TA and the community, showing that even once the
 contractor/subcontractor are tasked to support a new project there is still some direction that
 needs to go through EPA to the contractor (then to subcontractor).
 
Enjoy! J
 
Freya
 
_____________________________________________
From: Sanchez, Yolanda 
Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2015 4:13 PM
To: Margand, Freya
Cc: Conley, Tina; Yogi, David
Subject: Discuss TASC support for Montrose / Del Amo
 
 
Freya,
Thank you for taking time to start a discussion on the Del Amo/Montrose TASC support.  I am going
 to schedule a follow-up meeting for late February.  I hope I can bring something more strategic to
 that discussion. 
 
Here are “action items” for the discussion we just had:


·         Freya will send me the two TDs used to support the two pCBSA meetings (Dec and Jan)
·         Freya will send me a flowchart Skeo drafted on working with communities under TASC
·         Yolanda will deep think the work for 2015, specifically how to create more order in the


 process.  This might entail an overall change to the structure of a large, nimble TD to a more
 general, informal “workplan” supported by specific TDs.  This might also include an overall
 “management” TD to support ongoing facilitation of technical support directly to the
 community group, but creating some boundaries on the hours/overall scope. 


 
The other files I had previously identified as wanting:
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EPA: Issues a work order


Community: Requests Technical Assistance


SKEO: contracts & oversees work order


Technical Advisor: performs work order tasks for community




























Community Requests Assistance



EPA Region Engages TASC



EPA HQ Gives Formal 
Direction to Skeo Solutions 



to Initiate Project



PROJECT INITATION/INPUT



Skeo Solutions 
Independently Hires 



and Directs the Subcontractor



FORMAL DIRECTION AND 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT Contractually Skeo



 must 
independently hire 



and direct 
Subcontractors.



FLOW OF PROJECT 
TASKING AND SUBCONTRACTOR



DIRECTION
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TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


Technical Directive No.:  #4 R9 Montrose – Del Amo TANA








			Task Order Manager:   Freya Margand                                      Phone: 703-603-8889                      


Regional Project Lead: Alejandro Diaz (CIC)/ Kevin Mayer (RPM)/ Dante Rodriguez          


Phone:   415-972-3242 /             415-972-3176 /               415-972-316


 Regional/HQ Task Order Monitor: Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243








			Support activities: 


TD covers initial scoping for a Technical Assistance Needs Assessment (TANA) for the community affected by the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund sites in Los Angeles, CA. Initial scoping support is expected to include: 





· Participating in a TANA planning meeting with R9 site team. (Currently planned for 10 am Pacific on March 4, 2014; EPA R9 staff will confirm date and meeting location.)


· Developing notes and a draft recommended approach for the TANA.   





In person participation will be necessary for some of the meetings and presentations under this technical directive.  








			Deliverables:  


1. Communicating and coordinating with EPA: ongoing, as needed.


2. Meeting with site team: March 4, 2014, 10 am Pacific at EPA R9 Headquarters (unless notified of meeting changes by Region). 


3. Meeting notes and draft approach to TANA:  within 5 days of meeting with R9 site team.


4. Travel to TANA meeting.








			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature:  Freya Margand   Date:  2-19-14                                                             


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     WAM File
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TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


Technical Directive No.:  #5 R9 Montrose – Del Amo TANA








			Task Order Manager:   Freya Margand                                      Phone: 703-603-8889                      


Regional Project Lead: Alejandro Diaz (CIC)/ Kevin Mayer (RPM)/ Dante Rodriguez          


Phone:   415-972-3242 /             415-972-3176 /               415-972-316


 Regional/HQ Task Order Monitor: Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243








			Support activities: 


Initial scoping for the Technical Assistance Needs Assessment (TANA) for the community affected by the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund sites in Los Angeles, CA, was conducted under TD #4.  The TANA is being conducted in coordination with a community situation assessment under the Agency’s Alternate Dispute Resolution (ADR) contract (through EPA’s Conflict Prevention and Resolution Center).  In order to minimize the burden on and confusion within the community, community technical assistance needs discussions/inquiries will be incorporated in with those related to a situation assessment.  Initial discussions with community members will be lead by the facilitators under the ADR contract.  Thus it is expected that the TASC contractor will need to communicate and coordinate with the ADR contract facilitators throughout the process to ensure that technical assistance needs are appropriately addressed during community discussions. This TD covers the development phase of the TANA which is expected to include: 





· Participating in project planning calls.


· Communicating and coordinating with EPA and the ADR contract facilitators.


· Reviewing and commenting on the proposed situation assessment process and developing technical assistance needs discussion questions to include in the situation assessment.


· Reviewing ADR facilitators notes from community discussions/inquiries to extract the technical assistance needs.


· Developing a process for community to provide feedback on the draft needs assessment, within or independent of the situation assessment process; the process should be informed by the findings of the situation assessment and in consultation with the ADR contract facilitators. 


· Developing a final TANA.   





In person participation may be necessary under this technical directive.  








			Deliverables:  


1. Approach to addressing support needs under this TD:  within five days of receipt of TD.


2. Participation in planning calls:  on-going, as needed.


3. Project communications and coordination:  on-going, as needed.


4. Draft TANA document: within ten days of receipt of ADR contract facilitator’s notes.


5. Community feedback process development:  initial recommendation within seven days of receipt of ADR contract facilitator’s notes (The community feedback process may go through multiple iterations in planning meetings and on-going coordination with ADR facilitator and EPA before it is finalized by EPA).


6. Community review:  initiated within ten days of EPA approving feedback process.


7. Final TANA: within 10 days of receipt of final comments from EPA and community.


8. Travel to TANA meeting, if necessary.








			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature:  Freya Margand   Date:  3-6-14                                                             


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     WAM File














image1.wmf







DRAFT ACTIVITY SCHEDULE


(All dates are tentative)


MONTROSE / DEL AMO


Updated:  9-23-14





September


September 8 – Montrose OU 3D (DNAPL)


Beginning of public comment period for Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) Proposed Plan





Mid-September – Montrose OU 1 (Soils)


Preliminary draft of the human health risk assessment conducted by PRPs submitted to EPA; EPA begins its review of document





Late September – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Sites Vapor Intrusion (OU3G)


Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) submitted to EPA for internal review and circulation





On-going September – Del Amo OU 2 (Waste Pits)


Construction continues (started early August)





October


Early October – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G)


Five Year Review – EPA begins preparing for five year review at site


[bookmark: _GoBack]


Early October – Del Amo (Waste Pits/Soils & NAPL) Five Year Review


EPA begins preparing for five year review at site





October 8-10 – Del Amo & Montrose Sites (OU3G) Vapor Intrusion  


Outline of SAP distributed to stakeholders on Del Amo/Montrose VI email distribution list





October 15 – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Sites Vapor Intrusion


Stakeholder webinar (with telephone dial-in) to present SAP and encourage discussion. 





October 19 – Montrose OU 3D (DNAPL) 


DNAPL workshop (DAAC-coordinated)





October 22-31 – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Vapor Intrusion


EPA to conduct community outreach to invite participation.  Methods (expect) to include door-to-door outreach.





October 27 – Montrose OU 3D (DNAPL) 


Workshop (EPA-coordinated) + outreach on upcoming vapor intrusion work





On-going October – Montrose OU 1 (Soils)


EPA continues review of human health risk assessment.





End of October – Del Amo OU 2 (Waste Pits)


Construction complete, post-construction waste pit activities to prepare for testing period begin





November


Early November – Del Amo OU 2 (Waste Pits)


45-day post-construction diagnostic tests begin to ensure system functioning correctly and running at optimal level 





November 8 – Montrose OU 3D (DNAPL)


Formal public meeting on proposed plan





November 14 – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) 


Construction complete on groundwater treatment plant





November 15 – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Sites Vapor Intrusion  


Community meeting on vapor intrusion sampling; obtain signed access agreements from community members





Mid November – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Treatment Plant 


Potential media event highlighting completion of groundwater treatment plant held on-site





Mid November– Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Vapor Intrusion


Preparations for residential sampling.  Continue seeking formal access agreements from residents and homeowners.





November 20 – Montrose OU 3D (DNAPL)


Proposed plan comment period ends; EPA begins its review of comments and work on responsiveness summary 





On-going November – Montrose OU 1 (Soils)


EPA continues review of human health risk assessment





On-going November – Del Amo/Montrose GW (Dual-site) Five Year Review


EPA continues work preparing for five year review at site





On-going November – Del Amo OU 1&2 (Waste Pits/Soils & NAPL) Five Year Review – EPA continues work preparing for five year review at site





December


Early December – Del Amo & Montrose Sites Community Involvement Situation Assessment 


Begin targeted outreach of assessment, prep for forthcoming open house and meeting on assessment





Mid December – Montrose OU 3G (Dual-site Groundwater)


Settlement Agreement lodged in court; public comment period on Settlement Agreement begins





On-going December – Del Amo OU 2 (Waste Pits)


45-day post-construction diagnostic tests completed 





On-going December – Montrose OU 1 (Soils)


EPA continues review of human health risk assessment





On-going December – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Vapor Intrusion


Preparations for residential sampling.  Continue seeking formal access agreements from residents and homeowners.





On-going December – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Five Year Review


EPA continues work preparing for five year review at site





On-going December – Del Amo OU 1&2 (Waste Pits/Soils & NAPL) Five Year Review


EPA continues work preparing for five year review at site





January


Early January – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Five Year Review 


EPA initiates five year review at site; public notice of five year review published soliciting community feedback





Early January – Del Amo OU 1&2 (Waste Pits/Soils & NAPL) Five Year Review 


EPA initiates five year review at site; public notice of five year review published soliciting community feedback





January 5 – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Vapor Intrusion 


Indoor residential sampling work begins





Mid January – Community Involvement Situation Assessment 


Open house and meeting on situation assessment to gain feedback for improving community engagement





Late January – Montrose OU 3D (Dual-site Groundwater) 


Public comment period on Consent Decree ends





Late January – Del Amo OU 2 (Waste Pits) 


EPA begins remedy design phase, which includes vapor treatment technology





On-going January – Montrose OU 1 (Soils) 


EPA continues review of human health risk assessment 





February


On-going February – Montrose OU 1 (Soils) 


EPA continues review of human health risk assessment





On-going February – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Vapor Intrusion


Indoor residential sampling work continues





On-going February – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Five Year Review


EPA continues five year review at site





On-going February – Del Amo OU 1&2 (Waste Pits/Soils & NAPL) Five Year Review


EPA continues five year review at site





On-going February – Del Amo OU 2 (Waste Pits) 


EPA continues remedy design phase


March


Early March – Montrose OU 3D (DNAPL) 


Montrose DNAPL OU Draft Record of Decision for internal review.





End of March – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Vapor Intrusion


Indoor residential sampling work anticipated to be completed





On-going March – Montrose OU 1 (Soils) 


EPA continues review of human health risk assessment





On-going March – Del Amo & Montrose GW (OU3G) Five Year Review


EPA continues five year review at site, begins analyzing data, anticipated to be completed by end of fiscal year- September 31, 2015





On-going March – Del Amo OU 1&2 (Waste Pits/Soils & NAPL) Five Year Review


EPA continues five year review at site, begins analyzing data, anticipated to be completed by end of fiscal year- September 31, 2015





On-going March – Del Amo OU 2 (Waste Pits) 


EPA continues remedy design phase




[bookmark: _GoBack]CONTRACT EP-W-04-020





TASK ORDER # 4


TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE # 5





To:	Steve Garon, Program Manager, Task Manager, SRA (via email)


From:	William Hall, TOCOR


CC:	Terry Fenton, Debbie Dalton, Richard Kuhlman, Joyce Fields, Tina Conley, Freya Margand, Alejandro Diaz, David Yogi, Kevin Mayer, Yarissa Martinez


	RE:	Authorization to Initiate Neutral Facilitation and Related Support for the Del Amo / Montrose Superfund Sites Under Contract #EP W 14 020, 


		Task Order #4


	Date:	July 30, 2014


 


Site ID No.s:	0936CR03 (Del Amo) and 0926CR03 (Montrose) (50/50 split)


	


	In accordance with the above-referenced Task Order and SRA’s associated Work Plan, SRA is authorized to provide Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) services concerning the project known as the Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Sites, as described below.  SRA is authorized to spend up to $50,000 (or approximately 205 practitioner hours and 5 SRA management hours) including travel, on this project, and to be reimbursed for direct expenses.





Technical Directive Period of Performance: July 29, 2016





Background:  The EPA seeks a neutral facilitator for work associated with the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites in Los Angeles County, CA.  The EPA has worked in this community since the early 1980s, and work at the site has included two community removal projects and the construction of a groundwater treatment system running through the neighborhood.  There are 10 operable units between the two sites working to clean the on and off-property soils, the groundwater, the stormwater pathway, and sediments in the ocean.  Two neighborhood removal projects, a network of piping and wells in the community, and complete redevelopment over the Del Amo Site make this cleanup a heavy presence in the area.





Goals: The goal of the facilitator is to help the EPA and the public collaborate, to the maximum extent possible, on cleanup activities throughout the site.  In addition, they would work with the site team in order to help develop and improve team collaboration.





Assistance Needed: EPA anticipates that required services and activities will begin as soon as possible and include:





Facilitator Selection Process:


· Get the community’s input on the scope of activities and goals for the new facilitator before beginning the selection process.


· Select a service provider.





ADR Facilitation, Collaboration, Training and Support Services:


· Attend and facilitate bi-weekly phone conversations between the EPA and the Del Amo Action Committee.


· Facilitate public meetings at the site.


· Meet individually and collectively on an ongoing basis with the site team, and other community groups.


· Collaboratively develop best practices, and a conflict resolution process, to help resolve any issues when the EPA and the public do not agree on an issue.


· Develop and provide training for the site team, in order to develop and improve collaboration.


· Continuously provide feedback to the site team on ways it could improve communication and transparency throughout the process.





Preferred Qualifications:  The ADR / DR facilitator should have experience with environmental issues and the Superfund process.  Ideally, the facilitator would be bi-lingual (English and Spanish).   





I anticipate that EPA will need the following types of support from SRA in connection with this project:





______	Consultation and review of case files to identify and develop activities appropriate for ADR use;


__X__	Identification of appropriate ADR professionals for support of parties’ long-term resolution efforts;


     _     	Conflict and/or situation analysis;


__X__ 	Convening appropriate parties;


__X__	Design of appropriate processes or interventions (including related agendas);


__X__	Facilitation or mediation of sessions or meetings;


__X__	Mediation of disputes and provision of other ADR services;


__X__	Contact with parties before or after meetings or sessions;


______	Synthesis of issues, fact sheets, informational materials;


__X__	Logistics related to ADR processes (including securing meeting rooms, audiovisual equipment, distributing invitations to participants, and provision of other services necessary to accomplish the agenda);


__X__	Coaching and training parties in conflict management, dispute resolution or consensus building skills; 


__ X _	Design and deliver training, presentations, workshops or seminars; and/or


___ __	Other (please specify): 





EPA Contacts:  The TOCOR/ATOCOR or PO on this contract is the contact for official technical direction. The technical directive contact is NOT authorized to issue technical direction to the contractor of service provider – he/she is a contact person only to provide information, background, and coordination on the topic or project. ONLY the TOCOR/ATOCOR or the PO can issue technical direction. Only the Contracting Officer can change the terms or costs of this Task Order. 





Technical and Program Contacts for this project include:


U.S. EPA Region 9:





Alejandro Diaz, Community Involvement Coordinator – Primary Contact


diaz.alejandro@epa.gov


415- 972-3242, phone


415- 947-3528, Fax


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9


75 Hawthorne Street 


San Francisco, CA 94105





David Yogi, Manager, Community Involvement Section


Yogi.david@epa.gov


Phone:  415-972-3350; Mobile:  415-760-5419


Superfund Division


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 9


75 Hawthorne Street 


San Francisco, CA 94105





Kevin Mayer, RPM


mayer.kevin@epa.gov


415-972-3176





Yarisa Martinez, RPM


martinez.yarrisa@epa.gov


213-244-1806





OSRTI HQ:


Tina Maragousis Conley, OSRTI JIT Lead Contact 


Conley.tina@epa.gov


703-603-0696





Freya Margand, OSRTI JIT Alternate Lead Contact 


Margand.freya@epa.gov


703-603-8889





CPRC ADR Contact


Will Hall


Hall.will@epa.gov


202-564-0214


EPA’s CPRC


WJC Building, Mail Code: 3803R


1200 Pennsylvania Ave N.W.


Washington, D.C.  20460
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TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


Technical Directive No.:  R9 TD #19revised Del Amo - Montrose


Site ID: 0936CR03 (Del Amo); 0926CR03 (Montrose)





			Task Order Project Officer (TOPO):   Freya Margand/Tina Conley (Alt)       Phone: 703-603-8889/ 703-603-0696,                       


Identified as primary point of contact for the full Task Order. The initial point of contact for project communication and start up for all support under the Task Order.  TOPO/Alt TOPO can direct the contractor within the scope of the Task Order, revise Task Orders, initiate technical directives and provide clarifying communications or directions to contractor. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. 





Task Order Manager (TOM):       David Yogi (CI Manager)  Phone: 415-972-3350


TOMs must hold a current COR certification and be identified as the COR on the TASC contract. The lead point of contact for communication for the project and can direct the contractor within the project scope of work as provided to the contractor by the TOPO/Alt. TOPO. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. TOMs may not issue technical directives; only the TOPO/Alt. TOPO may do this.                                            





Site Staff:  


RPM:  Yarissa Martinez                 Phone: 213-244-1806


CIC:   Alejandro Diaz                     Phone: 415-972-3242     


 Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor. Serves as the Site expert and is able to provide technical clarification only to the contractor or subcontractor.





Regional/HQ TASC Coordinator:       Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243


Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor.  Serves as a TASC program Regional point of contact for EPA and the communities and is responsible for communicating Regional TASC needs to Headquarters for planning purposes and as unplanned needs arise.








			Revision to original directive:


[bookmark: _GoBack]This directive replaces directive R9 #19 Del Amo Montrose. The revised directive adds securing a meeting space to the support under the original directive (see red text below).  All other support activities under the original directive remain the same.  





Support activities: 


This TD covers technical assistance support for pCBSA chemical discussions regarding the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites Groundwater Treatment (OU3).  Technical advisor/expert participation is needed at the pCBSA meeting currently scheduled for January 6, 2015 in Los Angeles, CA.  EPA expects this the meeting will last all day and include a morning meeting, a site tour, a community tour and a wrap up meeting after the tour. Following is the support needed from the technical advisor/expert:





a. Communicating/coordinating with community prior to pCBSA meeting to go over meeting agenda and community concerns/priorities.


b. Identifying and obtaining/procuring meeting space.  Meeting space should: be within reasonable proximity to community and site; accommodate 25 people; be available from 9:00 am to 6:00 pm PT; and be arranged in a manner that facilitates dialogue among participants. AV equipment is not needed.


c. Participating in pCBSA meeting with CA EPA and US EPA in order to be able to report back to the community on the meeting discussion and to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community. EPA project lead and/or TOM will notify contractor of the location and agenda. 


d. Participate in neighborhood tour and walk-through of groundwater treatment plant between the morning and afternoon pCBSA meetings with the State of California and EPA (see item 1b [above] for more information).


e. Debriefing community on the meeting discussion following pCBSA meeting.





In-person attendance at the pCBSA meeting and the EPA/community group meeting is expected.








			Deliverables:





1. Scoping meeting (with EPA and community) prior to developing approach: based on EPA staff and community availability.


2. Project approach for support under this TD: via e-mail within two days of scoping meeting.


3. Coordinating and/or communicating with EPA on this issue: ongoing, as needed.


4. Communication and debrief with community: prior to and immediately after January 6, 2015, meeting.


5. Meeting space: needed January 6, 2014 (unless otherwise notified).  


6. pCBSA meeting summary notes: draft within five days; final upon EPA approval.


7. Meeting participation: in-person, January 6, 2014. 


8. Travel to participate in meetings: Per meeting scheduled meeting dates above.








			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature: Freya Margand                      Date:   12-18-2014                                                         


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     COR File
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TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


Technical Directive No.:  R9 TD #19 Del Amo - Montrose


Site ID: 0936CR03 (Del Amo); 0926CR03 (Montrose)





			Task Order Project Officer (TOPO):   Freya Margand/Tina Conley (Alt)       Phone: 703-603-8889/ 703-603-0696,                       


Identified as primary point of contact for the full Task Order. The initial point of contact for project communication and start up for all support under the Task Order.  TOPO/Alt TOPO can direct the contractor within the scope of the Task Order, revise Task Orders, initiate technical directives and provide clarifying communications or directions to contractor. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. 





Task Order Manager (TOM):       David Yogi (CI Manager)  Phone: 415-972-3350


TOMs must hold a current COR certification and be identified as the COR on the TASC contract. The lead point of contact for communication for the project and can direct the contractor within the project scope of work as provided to the contractor by the TOPO/Alt. TOPO. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. TOMs may not issue technical directives; only the TOPO/Alt. TOPO may do this.                                            





Site Staff:  


RPM:  Yarissa Martinez                 Phone: 213-244-1806


CIC:   Alejandro Diaz                     Phone: 415-972-3242     


 Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor. Serves as the Site expert and is able to provide technical clarification only to the contractor or subcontractor.





Regional/HQ TASC Coordinator:       Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243


Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor.  Serves as a TASC program Regional point of contact for EPA and the communities and is responsible for communicating Regional TASC needs to Headquarters for planning purposes and as unplanned needs arise.








			Support activities: 


This TD covers technical assistance support for pCBSA chemical discussions regarding the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites Groundwater Treatment (OU3).  Technical advisor/expert participation is needed at the pCBSA meeting currently scheduled for January 6, 2015 in Los Angeles, CA.  EPA expects this the meeting will last all day and include a morning meeting, a site tour, a community tour and a wrap up meeting after the tour. Following is the support needed from the technical advisor/expert:





a. Communicating/coordinating with community prior to pCBSA meeting to go over meeting agenda and community concerns/priorities.


b. Participating in pCBSA meeting with CA EPA and US EPA in order to be able to report back to the community on the meeting discussion and to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community. EPA project lead and/or TOM will notify contractor of the location and agenda. 


c. Participate in neighborhood tour and walk-through of groundwater treatment plant between the morning and afternoon pCBSA meetings with the State of California and EPA (see item 1b [above] for more information).


d. Debriefing community on the meeting discussion following pCBSA meeting.





In-person attendance at the pCBSA meeting and the EPA/community group meeting is expected.








			Deliverables:





1. Scoping meeting (with EPA and community) prior to developing approach: based on EPA staff and community availability.


2. Project approach for support under this TD: via e-mail within two days of scoping meeting.


3. Coordinating and/or communicating with EPA on this issue: ongoing, as needed.


4. [bookmark: _GoBack]Communication and debrief with community: prior to and immediately after January 6, 2015, meeting.


5. pCBSA meeting summary notes: draft within five days; final upon EPA approval.


6. Meeting participation: in-person, January 6, 2014. 


7. Travel to participate in meetings: Per meeting scheduled meeting dates above.








			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature: Freya Margand                      Date:   12-18-2014                                                         


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     COR File
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TECHNICAL DIRECTIVE DOCUMENT                                                      


 In accepting this technical direction, the contractor agrees that the cost and all other terms and conditions of the contract remain unchanged.


             


Technical Directive No.:  R9 TD #18 Del Amo - Montrose


Site ID: 0936CR03 (Del Amo); 0926CR03 (Montrose)





			Task Order Project Officer (TOPO):   Freya Margand/Tina Conley (Alt)       Phone: 703-603-8889/ 703-603-0696,                       


Identified as primary point of contact for the full Task Order. The initial point of contact for project communication and start up for all support under the Task Order.  TOPO/Alt TOPO can direct the contractor within the scope of the Task Order, revise Task Orders, initiate technical directives and provide clarifying communications or directions to contractor. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. 





Task Order Manager (TOM):       David Yogi (CI Manager)  Phone: 415-972-3350


TOMs must hold a current COR certification and be identified as the COR on the TASC contract. The lead point of contact for communication for the project and can direct the contractor within the project scope of work as provided to the contractor by the TOPO/Alt. TOPO. Has no authority to direct the subcontractor. TOMs may not issue technical directives; only the TOPO/Alt. TOPO may do this.                                            





Site Staff:  


RPM:  Yarissa Martinez                Phone: 213-244-1111


CIC:  Alejandro Diaz                     Phone: 415-972-3242     


 Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor. Serves as the Site expert and is able to provide technical clarification only to the contractor or subcontractor.





Regional/HQ TASC Coordinator:       Viola Cooper                 Phone (415) 972-3243


Is not a COR and has no COR responsibilities (unless designated as the TOM, above) or authority to direct the contractor or subcontractor.  Serves as a TASC program Regional point of contact for EPA and the communities and is responsible for communicating Regional TASC needs to Headquarters for planning purposes and as unplanned needs arise.








			Support activities: 


This TD covers technical assistance support for pCBSA chemical discussions regarding the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites Groundwater Treatment (OU3).  Following is the support needed from the technical advisor/expert:











1) pCBSA meeting (December 15, 2014 in Los Angeles, CA):


a. Communicating/coordinating with community prior to pCBSA meeting to go over meeting agenda and community concerns/priorities.


b. Participating in pCBSA meeting with CA EPA in order to be able to report back to the community on the meeting discussion and to respond to relevant questions during the meeting, such as providing community perspective based on previous technical meetings with the community. EPA project lead and/or TOM will notify contractor of the location and agenda. (Estimated meeting duration of two hours.) 


c. Debriefing community on the meeting discussion following pCBSA meeting.





2) Meeting with EPA and community group (tentative, December 16, 2014):


a. Participate in meeting between EPA and the community group to assist the community group in understanding site-related technical information, processes, etc.  EPA project lead and/or TOM will notify contractor of time, location and agenda for meeting.   





In person attendance at the pCBSA meeting and the EPA/community group meeting is expected.








			Deliverables:





1. Scoping meeting (with EPA and community) prior to developing approach: based on EPA staff and community availability.


2. Project approach and staffing for support under this TD: within seven days of scoping meeting.


3. Coordinating and/or communicating with EPA on this issue: ongoing, as needed.


4. Communication and debrief with community: prior to and immediately after December 15, 2014, meeting.


5. Meeting participation: in-person, December 15 and 16, 2014. 


6. Travel to participate in meetings: Per meeting scheduled meeting dates above.


7. [bookmark: _GoBack]





			I certify that this Technical Directive Document does not request services that are inherently governmental functions and that it does not alter the (1) Statement of Work; (2) Level-of-Effort; or (3) Cost of performing the authorized work for the above-referenced Work Assignment.





TOPO Signature:  Freya Margand Date:  11/26/2014                                                          


Original to Contractor  - Contractor Receipt:                                                          Date:                                      


cc: Project Officer (5204P)


     Contracting Officer (3805R)


     COR File
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·         EPA’s TD’s issued to Skeo for the Del Amo/Montrose site (#8 and #14)
·         The Del Amo Action Committee’s “community engagement schedule” dated June 3, 2014,


 which informed Skeo’s updated project approach in July
 
Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880
 
“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe
 
------------
Subject:                                     Discuss TASC support for Montrose / Del Amo *Confirmed*
Location:                                   Call me: 415-947-4196 (conference room number)
 
Start:                                          Wed 1/14/2015 11:00 AM
End:                                            Wed 1/14/2015 12:00 PM
 
Recurrence:                             (none)
 
Meeting Status:                     Meeting organizer
 
Organizer:                                Sanchez, Yolanda
Required Attendees:          Margand, Freya
Optional Attendees:           Conley, Tina; Yogi, David
Resources:                               R9-Room-10314-8-LakeMead
 
Categories:                              Montrose/Del Amo
 
 
 
 








From: Yogi, David
To: Miranda Maupin; Barton, Dana
Cc: Cynthia Babich; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: RE: Draft pCBSA Webinar Agenda
Date: Friday, February 13, 2015 3:06:24 PM
Attachments: TASC Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Feb 17 webinar Agenda 2-13-15_Draft_v. 2.docx


Hi Miranda,
Here are our proposed edits to the agenda.  We can make 12-3.  Please let me know if you
 have any questions.  Thanks!
 
- David
 
David Yogi
Manager, Community Involvement Section
Superfund Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Phone:  415-972-3350
Mobile:  415-760-5419
Email:  yogi.david@epa.gov
 
From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Barton, Dana
Cc: Cynthia Babich; Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Re: Draft pCBSA Webinar Agenda
 
Hello Dana, I just want to share a slightly updated version (attached) for your review and also
 double check whether starting earlier at 12-3 would work for EPA?
 
Also if you could confirm whether you anticipate any presentations from EPA or the State,
 then we can invite participants to register for the webinar if needed.
 
Once we firm up these final details, we will send out a confirmation email with the final time,
 agenda and conference line.
 
Thank you!
 
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
 
On Fri, Feb 13, 2015 at 11:06 AM, Barton, Dana <Barton.Dana@epa.gov> wrote:


Thank you, Miranda.  1 - 4 on Tuesday works for me.  Let me take a look at the agenda
 when I get back to my desk today and will send any edits later today.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=0901834622BB409C8C544B60C2CFE025-DYOGI

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

mailto:yogi.david@epa.gov
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[image: ]


[bookmark: _GoBack](DRAFT) AGENDA








Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Webinar


Tuesday, February 17, 2015 


12:00 - 3:00 p.m.





Purpose: 	Report progress on action items from January 9th meeting.


	Determine path forward to address pCBSA concerns in groundwater treatment plan.


	


12:00	Welcome and Introductions 





12:10	Report Out on Action Items from January 9 Meeting


· EPA and SWRCB:  Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA and VOCs (see Attachment 1)


· WRD:  Adding pCBSA to routine sampling program for monitoring wells


· EPA:  Technical advisor w/pCBSA expertise to discuss with DAAC


· DTSC:  Review of HiPOx oxidation process and information regarding efficiencies with using a fluidized bed reactor. 


· Cal State WRB, Cal EPA:  Progress of Developing Provisional pCBSA Concentration for Groundwater


· State WQCB:   Process for conducting anti-degradation analysis 





1:00	Proposed Path Forward (see Attachment 2)


· EPA to conduct 30-minute functional test of groundwater treatment system, share results with team


· EPA to conduct full, two-week functional test of groundwater treatment system, share results with team


· LARWQCB sent EPA guidance on how to conduct Anti-Degradation Analysis


· EPA to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis (using functional test results)


· State reviews Anti-Degradation Analysis for compliance 





1:30	Considerations for Discussion 


· State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)





2:00	Discuss Avenues for Memorializing Steps Forward 





2:30	Review Potential Next Steps, Timing and Roles 





3:00	Adjourn	 





ATTACHMENT 1:  Summary of Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA





During the January 9 meeting, the State Water Resources Control Board, the Water Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD) and EPA committed to sample drinking water wells identified in the presentation by WRD to confirm these wells were not currently being impacted by pCBSA.  On January 14, EPA sampled two of the closest operating drinking water wells.  The State Water Resources Control Board followed-up by sampling six wells within three miles.





The samples were analyzed using Method 314.0, which has a method detection limit of 0.46 ppb and reporting limit of 5 ppb. All wells tested reveled no pCBSA had entered the drinking water supply, i.e., well data showed a “non-detect (ND)” for pCBSA.  The following is chart containing sampling data from those drinking water wells:





			Date


			Description





			1/21/2015 and 1/28/2015


			City of Torrance Madrona Well #2 





			1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well  275-01  





			1/21/2015 and 1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well 279-01   





			1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well 277-01   





			1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well 215-01   





			1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well 298-01   











As was noted in the meeting, however, if pCBSA were ever to be found in the treatment system EPA would need to restructure its treatment plan as the site cleanup plan, or Record of Decision (ROD) was constructed based on the idea that contaminants would not reach the drinking wells.  Further, while wells were sampled as a follow-up item to the January 9 meeting, EPA is committed to working with WRD to maintain a regular sampling of these wells to ensure drinking water supplies are safeguarded.






ATTACHMENT 2:  Proposed Path Forward 





EPA proposes to move forward with the start-up of the treatment system initially through a series of three chronological steps.  Throughout each of these steps, EPA will commit itself to provide reports and other information at a regular interval agreed on by EPA and the community, and make itself available to meet with the community to update members on activity progress.





1. Perform 30-minute Functional Test to Test Equipment 


This test will evaluate how well the treatment system is able to treat contamination, but is very short.  The test will run for approximately 30 minutes, and all water treated by the system will be held on-site in storage tanks until water can be sampled.  This test was conducted twice previously in December 2014, and levels of pCBSA and other contaminants were found to be ND.  





Test results will be submitted to EPA one week after completion, and EPA will send these results to the community within 7-10 days of receipt.





2.  Conduct Functional Test 


As discussed during the January 9th meeting, EPA has been working with California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and Montrose to develop a workplan for the functional testing of the treatment system.  The workplan will outline the goals of this “Functional Test,” which are to:


a. confirm that the treatment system successfully reduces the site Contaminants of Concern (benzene, TCE, and chlorobenzene) to non-detect levels; and 


b. determine the treatment system’s maximum capability for treating pCBSA.  





EPA and the State have been conducting technical calls with Montrose to amend and finalize the workplan for this Functional Test.  The results of the Functional Test will be used to conduct Step 3 of EPA’s plan, an Anti-Degradation Analysis.





The final Functional Test will take a few weeks, and will be conducted in compliance with the workplan (described above).  Though the test will span weeks, the elapsed running time of the treatment system will be about 8 days total.  Information from this Functional Test will help confirm that the system is treating contaminants as intended in EPA’s site remedy.  Further, as Dr. Jim Wells, DAAC technical advisor, mentioned during the January 9 meeting, this information will be necessary for the completion of the Anti-Degradation Analysis.





While such test represents reinjection without first an anti-degradation analysis, during the January 9 meeting, Sam Unger of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) noted that as limited mass of pCBSA would be re-injected, there is no need for an anti-degradation analysis for this test.   





Pre-final Functional Test results will be submitted to EPA two weeks after completion, and EPA will send these results to the community within 7-10 days of receipt.





3.  Perform Anti-Degradation Analysis


EPA will conduct an Anti-Degradation Analysis consistent with California State Resolution 68-16 to get the information needed to ensure the reinjection of treated wastewater, containing pCBSA, into the shallow aquifer does not further degrade the environment.  This analysis will be based on the state’s interpretation of Resolution 68-16, and will answer the following questions:


· Is the receiving water considered “high-quality water?”


· Will the discharge cause degradation of the receiving water?  


· If the discharge will cause degradation will it unreasonably affect the beneficial uses?


· Does the remedy for pCBSA constitute “best practicable treatment or control”?


· Is the remedy to the maximum benefit of the people of the state?





The analysis will be conducted based on data from Final Functional Test and will utilize the forthcoming OEHHA public health concentration.  Based on current information, the OEHHA public health concentration analysis is intended to be complete by the end of March 2015.





During the January 9 meeting, the state, which at the time was the lead agency for conducting the Anti-Degradation Analysis, committed to involving the community in the analysis process.  EPA’s intent is to engage the community in a fashion equivalent to that the state noted.  Such involvement will include sharing preliminary reports and data at a frequency agreed upon by EPA and the community, and hosting activities such as focused workshops with DAAC and other community members.  EPA proposes to hold another meeting with DAAC and the State to discuss the process and steps for involving the community.
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Dana


Sent from my iPhone


> On Feb 13, 2015, at 9:48 AM, "Miranda Maupin" <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
>
> Hello Cynthia and Dana, a few logistical questions that would be helpful to confirm
 today:
> - can we confirm 1-4pm on Tuesday for the webinar?
> - do you envision anyone needing to share any powerpoints/materials other than the
 agenda? If not, we may just need a conference line and not the webinar interface. If so,
 please confirm who will be providing a presentation so we can coordinate with the
 presenters.
>
> At Cynthia's request I have attached a draft agenda for the pCBSA webinar for Dana's
 review. On the 2nd page I tried to capture the framework you proposed yesterday in the
 first column, along with the considerations Scott Warren offered in the 2nd column (I
 believe all the follow up steps in the Jan 9th summary memo are covered in Scott's
 considerations).
>
> For the flow of the agenda, I thought it could be helpful for Dana to provide an overview
 of the proposed framework similar to yesterday, and then Jane could refer participants to
 the second page to facilitate a discussion on the considerations to add or refine details as
 needed.
>
> Dana, I am happy to integrate any revisions today if helpful, or feel free to send directly to
 Cynthia to share with Jane.
>
> Thank you!
>
> Miranda
>
>
> Miranda Maupin
>
> Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com<http://www.skeo.com/>
>
> 434-975-6700 x227
> <TASC Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Feb 17 webinar Agenda 2-13-15 DRAFT.docx>


 



mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

http://www.skeo.com/

http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%20x227






From: Miranda Maupin
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Ana Vargas
Subject: Re: Del Amo & Montrose Superfund Sites Webinar to follow-up on 1/9 pCBSA meeting
Date: Thursday, February 05, 2015 1:38:09 PM
Attachments: draft webinar invite.docx


Hello Yolanda, here is a draft "save-the-date" email. Let me know if you have any suggestions
 and then I will also share with Cynthia before sending out tomorrow. If it's ok with you and
 Cynthia, we would like to send this from Ana who can compile availability and agenda topics
 for you and Cynthia.


Thank you!


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Thu, Feb 5, 2015 at 12:05 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:


Miranda,


Thank you for your attention in supporting the logistics for a DAAC Webinar to follow-up
 from the 1/9 pCBSA meeting.  Please announce to meeting participants that we are all
 hoping to schedule the webinar on 2/17 or the morning of 2/18.  They should communicate
 with you any schedule conflicts.  Please also request agenda items from participants, so that
 DAAC can start drafting an agenda.  Please touch base with DAAC at your earliest
 convenience.


 


Cynthia,


In follow-up conversations EPA has had with the state, they have recommended these
 participants (listed below) for the follow-up pCBSA Webinar.  I’m not sure if you want to
 focus on this list only or in addition to the other participants in the 1/9 meeting.


CalEPA


Matthew Rodriquez, Secretary


Gina Solomon, Deputy Secretary for Science and Health


Grant Cope, Deputy Secretary for Environmental Safety


 


Waterboards



mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

mailto:avargas@skeo.com

http://www.skeo.com/

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov



Hello all, the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) will be sponsoring a webinar discussion with U.S. EPA, Cal EPA, DTSC, the Waterboards, TASC and community members in the next 2 weeks to follow up on questions and next steps from the January 9th pCBSA working session. 


Please save the following dates on your calendar 


· February 17 (all day)


· February 18 (morning)


To help DAAC organize this event, please share the following by end of day, Monday, February 9th:


1. Let us know if you have conflicts for either of these days by showing your availability in the following doodle poll link (or reply by email if that’s easier.)


[Insert Doodlepoll link]


2. Send your ideas for recommended agenda items.


The January 9th draft meeting notes are attached for reference. 	Comment by mirandamaupin: or send in a separate email requesting comments?


Based on your input, we will coordinate with DAAC to confirm a date and time and share the agenda, with webinar login information. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]In the meantime, please RVSP to this email with any time conflicts and suggested agenda topics by Monday February 9th so we can get this scheduled on calendars soon!


Thank you!


Ana Vargas, Skeo Solutions









Frances Spivy-Weber, Vice Chair


Tam Doduc, Board member


Samuel Unger, Executive Officer


Paula Rasmussen, Asst. Executive Officer


Frances McChesney, Senior Staff Counsel


 


DTSC


Barbara Lee, Director,


Stewart Black, Deputy Director


John Scandura, Branch Chief


Robert Senga, Unit Supervisor


Safouh Sayed, Project Manager


Scott Warren, Project Geologist


*Our e-mail addresses are the first name followed by the last name and then
 @dtsc.ca.gov.  For example, mine is john.scandura@dtsc.ca.gov. 


 


I also spoke with the EPA team, and here is our suggested agenda items for discussion:


·         Recently sampled wells


·         Anti-degradation analysis


·         Functional test workplan


I will work with David/Dana and Skeo (on the phone) to schedule a face-to-face meeting
 with you to discuss the agenda on the afternoon of Thursday, February 12th. 


 


Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA


US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement


Desk: 415-972-3880


 



http://dtsc.ca.gov/

mailto:john.scandura@dtsc.ca.gov

tel:415-972-3880





“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe


 








From: Miranda Maupin
To: Yogi, David
Cc: Barton, Dana; Cynthia Babich; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Re: Draft pCBSA Webinar Agenda
Date: Monday, February 16, 2015 6:40:52 PM
Attachments: TASC Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Feb 17 webinar Agenda 2-13-15_Draft_v. 2 cb.docx


Hello David, Cynthia requested to add the bullet back in regarding what to do in the event that
 the Anti-Degradation Analysis is not in compliance (see attached.) With this change, I will go
 ahead and send this out.


Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Fri, Feb 13, 2015 at 3:06 PM, Yogi, David <Yogi.David@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Miranda,


Here are our proposed edits to the agenda.  We can make 12-3.  Please let me know if you
 have any questions.  Thanks!


 


- David


 


David Yogi


Manager, Community Involvement Section


Superfund Division


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency


Phone:  415-972-3350


Mobile:  415-760-5419


Email:  yogi.david@epa.gov


 


From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Barton, Dana



mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

http://www.skeo.com/

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov

tel:415-972-3350

tel:415-760-5419

mailto:yogi.david@epa.gov

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com
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(DRAFT) AGENDA








Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Webinar


Tuesday, February 17, 2015 


12:00 - 3:00 p.m.





Purpose: 	Report progress on action items from January 9th meeting.


	Determine path forward to address pCBSA concerns in groundwater treatment plan.


	


12:00	Welcome and Introductions 





12:10	Report Out on Action Items from January 9 Meeting


· EPA and SWRCB:  Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA and VOCs (see Attachment 1)


· WRD:  Adding pCBSA to routine sampling program for monitoring wells


· EPA:  Technical advisor w/pCBSA expertise to discuss with DAAC


· DTSC:  Review of HiPOx oxidation process and information regarding efficiencies with using a fluidized bed reactor. 


· Cal State WRB, Cal EPA:  Progress of Developing Provisional pCBSA Concentration for Groundwater


· State WQCB:   Process for conducting anti-degradation analysis 





1:00	Proposed Path Forward (see Attachment 2)


· EPA to conduct 30-minute functional test of groundwater treatment system, share results with team


· EPA to conduct full, two-week functional test of groundwater treatment system, share results with team


· LARWQCB sent EPA guidance on how to conduct Anti-Degradation Analysis


· EPA to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis (using functional test results)


· State reviews Anti-Degradation Analysis for compliance


· [bookmark: _GoBack]If not in compliance, evaluate alternatives 





1:30	Considerations for Discussion 


· State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)





2:00	Discuss Avenues for Memorializing Steps Forward 





2:30	Review Potential Next Steps, Timing and Roles 





3:00	Adjourn	 





ATTACHMENT 1:  Summary of Drinking Supply Well Sampling Results for pCBSA





During the January 9 meeting, the State Water Resources Control Board, the Water Replenishment District of Southern California (WRD) and EPA committed to sample drinking water wells identified in the presentation by WRD to confirm these wells were not currently being impacted by pCBSA.  On January 14, EPA sampled two of the closest operating drinking water wells.  The State Water Resources Control Board followed-up by sampling six wells within three miles.





The samples were analyzed using Method 314.0, which has a method detection limit of 0.46 ppb and reporting limit of 5 ppb. All wells tested reveled no pCBSA had entered the drinking water supply, i.e., well data showed a “non-detect (ND)” for pCBSA.  The following is chart containing sampling data from those drinking water wells:





			Date


			Description





			1/21/2015 and 1/28/2015


			City of Torrance Madrona Well #2 





			1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well  275-01  





			1/21/2015 and 1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well 279-01   





			1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well 277-01   





			1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well 215-01   





			1/28/2015


			CWSC-Dominguez Well 298-01   











As was noted in the meeting, however, if pCBSA were ever to be found in the treatment system EPA would need to restructure its treatment plan as the site cleanup plan, or Record of Decision (ROD) was constructed based on the idea that contaminants would not reach the drinking wells.  Further, while wells were sampled as a follow-up item to the January 9 meeting, EPA is committed to working with WRD to maintain a regular sampling of these wells to ensure drinking water supplies are safeguarded.






ATTACHMENT 2:  Proposed Path Forward 





EPA proposes to move forward with the start-up of the treatment system initially through a series of three chronological steps.  Throughout each of these steps, EPA will commit itself to provide reports and other information at a regular interval agreed on by EPA and the community, and make itself available to meet with the community to update members on activity progress.





1. Perform 30-minute Functional Test to Test Equipment 


This test will evaluate how well the treatment system is able to treat contamination, but is very short.  The test will run for approximately 30 minutes, and all water treated by the system will be held on-site in storage tanks until water can be sampled.  This test was conducted twice previously in December 2014, and levels of pCBSA and other contaminants were found to be ND.  





Test results will be submitted to EPA one week after completion, and EPA will send these results to the community within 7-10 days of receipt.





2.  Conduct Functional Test 


As discussed during the January 9th meeting, EPA has been working with California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and Montrose to develop a workplan for the functional testing of the treatment system.  The workplan will outline the goals of this “Functional Test,” which are to:


a. confirm that the treatment system successfully reduces the site Contaminants of Concern (benzene, TCE, and chlorobenzene) to non-detect levels; and 


b. determine the treatment system’s maximum capability for treating pCBSA.  





EPA and the State have been conducting technical calls with Montrose to amend and finalize the workplan for this Functional Test.  The results of the Functional Test will be used to conduct Step 3 of EPA’s plan, an Anti-Degradation Analysis.





The final Functional Test will take a few weeks, and will be conducted in compliance with the workplan (described above).  Though the test will span weeks, the elapsed running time of the treatment system will be about 8 days total.  Information from this Functional Test will help confirm that the system is treating contaminants as intended in EPA’s site remedy.  Further, as Dr. Jim Wells, DAAC technical advisor, mentioned during the January 9 meeting, this information will be necessary for the completion of the Anti-Degradation Analysis.





While such test represents reinjection without first an anti-degradation analysis, during the January 9 meeting, Sam Unger of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) noted that as limited mass of pCBSA would be re-injected, there is no need for an anti-degradation analysis for this test.   





Pre-final Functional Test results will be submitted to EPA two weeks after completion, and EPA will send these results to the community within 7-10 days of receipt.





3.  Perform Anti-Degradation Analysis


EPA will conduct an Anti-Degradation Analysis consistent with California State Resolution 68-16 to get the information needed to ensure the reinjection of treated wastewater, containing pCBSA, into the shallow aquifer does not further degrade the environment.  This analysis will be based on the state’s interpretation of Resolution 68-16, and will answer the following questions:


· Is the receiving water considered “high-quality water?”


· Will the discharge cause degradation of the receiving water?  


· If the discharge will cause degradation will it unreasonably affect the beneficial uses?


· Does the remedy for pCBSA constitute “best practicable treatment or control”?


· Is the remedy to the maximum benefit of the people of the state?





The analysis will be conducted based on data from Final Functional Test and will utilize the forthcoming OEHHA public health concentration.  Based on current information, the OEHHA public health concentration analysis is intended to be complete by the end of March 2015.





During the January 9 meeting, the state, which at the time was the lead agency for conducting the Anti-Degradation Analysis, committed to involving the community in the analysis process.  EPA’s intent is to engage the community in a fashion equivalent to that the state noted.  Such involvement will include sharing preliminary reports and data at a frequency agreed upon by EPA and the community, and hosting activities such as focused workshops with DAAC and other community members.  EPA proposes to hold another meeting with DAAC and the State to discuss the process and steps for involving the community.
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Cc: Cynthia Babich; Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Re: Draft pCBSA Webinar Agenda


 


Hello Dana, I just want to share a slightly updated version (attached) for your review and
 also double check whether starting earlier at 12-3 would work for EPA?


 


Also if you could confirm whether you anticipate any presentations from EPA or the State,
 then we can invite participants to register for the webinar if needed.


 


Once we firm up these final details, we will send out a confirmation email with the final
 time, agenda and conference line.


 


Thank you!


 


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


 


On Fri, Feb 13, 2015 at 11:06 AM, Barton, Dana <Barton.Dana@epa.gov> wrote:


Thank you, Miranda.  1 - 4 on Tuesday works for me.  Let me take a look at the agenda
 when I get back to my desk today and will send any edits later today.


Dana


Sent from my iPhone


> On Feb 13, 2015, at 9:48 AM, "Miranda Maupin" <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
>
> Hello Cynthia and Dana, a few logistical questions that would be helpful to confirm
 today:
> - can we confirm 1-4pm on Tuesday for the webinar?
> - do you envision anyone needing to share any powerpoints/materials other than the



http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%C2%A0x227

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com





 agenda? If not, we may just need a conference line and not the webinar interface. If so,
 please confirm who will be providing a presentation so we can coordinate with the
 presenters.
>
> At Cynthia's request I have attached a draft agenda for the pCBSA webinar for Dana's
 review. On the 2nd page I tried to capture the framework you proposed yesterday in the
 first column, along with the considerations Scott Warren offered in the 2nd column (I
 believe all the follow up steps in the Jan 9th summary memo are covered in Scott's
 considerations).
>
> For the flow of the agenda, I thought it could be helpful for Dana to provide an
 overview of the proposed framework similar to yesterday, and then Jane could refer
 participants to the second page to facilitate a discussion on the considerations to add or
 refine details as needed.
>
> Dana, I am happy to integrate any revisions today if helpful, or feel free to send directly
 to Cynthia to share with Jane.
>
> Thank you!
>
> Miranda
>
>
> Miranda Maupin
>


> Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com<http://www.skeo.com/>
>
> 434-975-6700 x227
> <TASC Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Feb 17 webinar Agenda 2-13-15 DRAFT.docx>


 



http://www.skeo.com/

http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%20x227






From: Miranda Maupin
To: Barton, Dana
Cc: Cynthia Babich; Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Re: Draft pCBSA Webinar Agenda
Date: Friday, February 13, 2015 1:17:11 PM
Attachments: TASC Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Feb 17 webinar Agenda 2-13-15 DRAFT v2.docx


Hello Dana, I just want to share a slightly updated version (attached) for your review and also
 double check whether starting earlier at 12-3 would work for EPA?


Also if you could confirm whether you anticipate any presentations from EPA or the State,
 then we can invite participants to register for the webinar if needed.


Once we firm up these final details, we will send out a confirmation email with the final time,
 agenda and conference line.


Thank you!


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Fri, Feb 13, 2015 at 11:06 AM, Barton, Dana <Barton.Dana@epa.gov> wrote:
Thank you, Miranda.  1 - 4 on Tuesday works for me.  Let me take a look at the agenda
 when I get back to my desk today and will send any edits later today.


Dana


Sent from my iPhone


> On Feb 13, 2015, at 9:48 AM, "Miranda Maupin" <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
>
> Hello Cynthia and Dana, a few logistical questions that would be helpful to confirm today:
> - can we confirm 1-4pm on Tuesday for the webinar?
> - do you envision anyone needing to share any powerpoints/materials other than the
 agenda? If not, we may just need a conference line and not the webinar interface. If so,
 please confirm who will be providing a presentation so we can coordinate with the
 presenters.
>
> At Cynthia's request I have attached a draft agenda for the pCBSA webinar for Dana's
 review. On the 2nd page I tried to capture the framework you proposed yesterday in the first
 column, along with the considerations Scott Warren offered in the 2nd column (I believe all
 the follow up steps in the Jan 9th summary memo are covered in Scott's considerations).
>
> For the flow of the agenda, I thought it could be helpful for Dana to provide an overview
 of the proposed framework similar to yesterday, and then Jane could refer participants to
 the second page to facilitate a discussion on the considerations to add or refine details as



mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com
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mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov
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(DRAFT) AGENDA





Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Webinar


Tuesday, February 17, 2015 


12:00 - 3:00 p.m.











Purpose: 	Determine path forward to address pCBSA concerns in groundwater treatment plan.


	Report progress on next steps from January 9th meeting.


	





12:00	Welcome and Introductions 





12:10	Potential Framework for Moving Forward 


· LARWQCB to send EPA guidance on how to conduct Anti-Degradation Analysis


· EPA to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis involving TASC TA advisors 


· Run a revised 5-day functional GW Treatment test pCBSA results.


· Apply pCSBA treatment results in the Anti-Degradation Study analysis


· State reviews Anti-Degradation Study for compliance 


· If yes, then start the 6-9 month Startup/Shakedown with State review


· If approved,  full treatment operation begins


· If not, then evaluate alternative options





12:30	Considerations for Discussion (see draft framework attached)





2:00	Discuss Process for Memorializing Process 





2:30	Review Potential Next Steps, Timing and Roles 





[bookmark: _GoBack]3:00	Adjourn	 





	






Potential Framework for Discussion 





			Potential Steps


			Considerations





			· LARWQCB to send EPA guidance on how to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis


· EPA to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis involving TASC TA advisors 





			· Mini Anti-Degradation evaluation


· Full Scale Anti-Degradation evaluation


· Timeline and Schedule





			· Results from the recently sampled drinking water wells (USEPA/WRD)





			· DTSC plans for provisional PHG


· DDW develops  response level 


· WRD monitoring well sampling schedule





			· EPA runs a revised 5-day functional GW Treatment test pCBSA results.





			· Estimated discharge volume and water quality


· Timeline and schedule


· State review (DTSC and LARWQCB)





			· Apply pCSBA treatment results in the Anti-Degradation Study analysis


			· State reviews Anti-Degradation Study for compliance 








			· 6-9 month Startup/Shakedown, before  full treatment operation





			· Estimated discharge volume and water quality


· Timeline and schedule


· State review (DTSC and LARWQCB)





			· Full Scale groundwater treatment system operation





			· Reinjection of pCBSA into relatively cleaner water


· Estimated degradation


· State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)
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 needed.
>
> Dana, I am happy to integrate any revisions today if helpful, or feel free to send directly to
 Cynthia to share with Jane.
>
> Thank you!
>
> Miranda
>
>
> Miranda Maupin
>
> Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com<http://www.skeo.com/>
>
> 434-975-6700 x227
> <TASC Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Feb 17 webinar Agenda 2-13-15 DRAFT.docx>



http://www.skeo.com/
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tel:434-975-6700%20x227






From: Miranda Maupin
To: Ana Vargas
Cc: Yogi, David; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; LEONIDO-JOHN,


 STEVEN; Cynthia Babich
Subject: Re: Meeting room location for 2/12/15
Date: Thursday, February 12, 2015 2:50:12 PM
Attachments: pCBSA Webinar Planning Meeting.docx


Doodle_ pCBSA Webinar rsvp 2-12-15.pdf


Hello all, Cynthia asked that I send out the attached list of potential webinar agenda topics for
 reference during today's planning meeting at 3:30pm. I have also attached rsvp's from the
 Doodle Poll. Barbara Lee and Scott also confirmed they can attend starting at noon.


The conference line is: 434-326-4369; access code: 6287


Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Thu, Feb 12, 2015 at 10:48 AM, Ana Vargas <avargas@skeo.com> wrote:
Hello all,


The location for today's meeting is the Holiday Inn in Torrance (19800 S. Vermont St.) in
 the Executive Boardroom on the second floor. There will be a conference phone set up.
 Please feel free to reach out to Miranda or me if any issues arise during the meeting. Hope
 you all have a great day!


Best,


Ana 


-- 
Ana Vargas, MSW
Associate 
Skeo Solutions  
[e] avargas@skeo.com 
[p] (434) 975-6700 x248
[m] (661) 609-0931
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pCBSA Webinar Planning Meeting – February 12, 2015, 3:30 to 5:30 pm


Torrance Holiday Inn, Executive Boardroom on the second floor


[bookmark: _GoBack]Conference line:  434-326-4369; access code: 6287


Planning Topics


· Review Confirmed Participants


· Confirm Webinar Date and Time


· Develop Agenda


· Confirm Presenters and Presentations





Draft Webinar Agenda Topics Proposed


Anti-Degradation analysis, (LARWQCB)


· Mini Anti-Degradation evaluation


· Timeline and Schedule


· Full Scale Anti-Degradation evaluation


· Timeline and Schedule


Results from the recently sampled drinking water wells (USEPA/WRD)


· Division of Drinking Water Response Level Development


· Future WRD monitoring well sampling schedule


Functional groundwater treatment system test (USEPA)


· Estimated discharge volume


· Estimated discharge water quality


· Timeline and Schedule


· State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)


System Shakedown


· Estimated discharge volume


· Estimated discharge water quality


· Timeline and Schedule


· State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)


Full Scale groundwater treatment system operation


· Reinjection of pCBSA into relatively cleaner water


· Estimated degradation


· State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)







2/12/2015 Doodle: pCBSA Webinar



http://doodle.com/rvp34w2yv4ah5cwi#table 1/1



pCBSA Webinar



pCBSA: Agenda topics suggested so far include:
Antidegradation analysis
Recently sampled drinking water wells
Functional groundwater treatment system test work plan



Where: TBD (http://maps.google.com/maps?q=TBD)



February 2015
Tue 17



9 participants
8:00 AM –
9:00 AM



9:00 AM –
10:00 AM



10:00 AM –
11:00 AM



11:00 AM –
12:00 PM



12:00 PM –
1:00 PM



1:00 PM –
2:00 PM



2:00 PM –
3:00 PM



3:00 PM –
4:00 PM



4:00 PM –
5:00 PM



5 5 5 5 5 6 6 7 5



Jane Williams/Cynthia Babich



Stewart Black



Paula Rasmussen



Al Sattler



Steven LeonidoJohn



ShuFang Orr



scott warren



John Scandura



Ted Peng



Comment





http://maps.google.com/maps?q=TBD










From: Miranda Maupin
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Yogi, David
Subject: Re: webinar support
Date: Tuesday, February 03, 2015 12:15:04 PM
Attachments: draft invite.docx


Hello David and Yolanda, I have attached a draft Save the Date email for your review. I kept
 this pretty simple, so feel free to revise as appropriate (I included next steps from the 1/9
 summary memo just as an internal reference for us about potential topics). Would it be
 helpful to meet and discuss agenda, or do you all plan to develop a draft or send a list of
 objectives as last time?


Here a few more updates we can discuss later today or tomorrow.


- Regarding platform, we can help support either Adobe Connect or GoToWebinar but there
 are a few considerations for each:


For Adobe Connect, we have set up rooms, participated and answered questions in real time but have not assisted with
 technical difficulties. There has always been a EPA Clu-In moderator on the line answering technical difficulty questions
 when we have done it in the past.


For GoToWebinar, it does not offer capability to upload presentations and materials, so we
 would need to make these available another way - we could provide a link to participants in
 advance.


- Cynthia called on another matter and I mentioned the date, so she is holding the date and
 time. She also emphasized the importance of getting the notes out well in advance of the
 webinar. She also mentioned she was concerned about trying to fit this into the existing
 TASC budget.


Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Tue, Feb 3, 2015 at 8:23 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:
Yes, we should be able to handle this. We have GotoWebinar and we have also hosted on
 Adobe Connect for EPA using EPA login info, so there should be a couple of options. I will
 line up a tech support person on our end.


Do you have a date or time frame planned yet? I thought Yolanda mentioned 2nd week of
 February, so are you thinking next week sometime?


Thank you!
Miranda



mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com
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Hello all, please save the date for a webinar/discussion on Thursday, February 12 from 1-4pm to follow up on questions and next steps from the pCBSA working session on January 9th.


[bookmark: _GoBack]We will be circulating the final notes and agenda in the next few days, along with webinar login information.


In the meantime, please RVSP to this email and confirm that you plan to participate.








For internal reference: Next steps from January 9th memo


· WRD  will add pCBSA to their routine sampling program of the monitoring wells within the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund site vicinity. 


· DDW will collect samples from drinking water wells near Del Amo/Montrose for pCBSA and VOCs (benzene, chlorobenzene and TCE) analysis, if the laboratory can analyze pCBSA for DDW(not a regulated contaminant and no drinking water method).  Otherwise, DDW will assist USEPA to get access to the drinking water wells.  


· Shu-Fang Orr from the California State Water Resources Board in consultation with Gina Soloman (California EPA) and OEHHA will construct a response level for pCBSA in place of a PHG. 


· TASC will send the 2013 technical comments provided by TASC technical advisors to Barbara Lee (DTSC) and request that EPA share the 2012 Construction Quality Assurance Plan with DTSC.


· Scott Warren (DTSC) will consult with other site managers on the HiPOx oxidation process and gather more information regarding efficiency using a fluidized bed reactor. 


· EPA will work on finding and setting up a call with a technical advisor who has expertise on pCBSA for DAAC. 


· Cynthia Wetmore will revise the 5-day test and send to the California State Water Resources Control Board.


· LARWQB will review the process for anti-degradation analysis and will be starting that process and involving the public 


· TASC will work to set up a conference call check-in meeting in three weeks to report progress on next steps identified above.  


















Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Mon, Feb 2, 2015 at 4:35 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:


Miranda, we just tried to call you before 4:40, and David left a voicemail.  The CI Team is hosting
 a major event in the Region tomorrow. 


Please let us know ASAP if Skeo has a Webinar software and conference call line in order to
 meet the needs Freya specifically described below.  We can discuss the details on Wednesday
 or Thursday.


 


Best,


 


Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA


US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement


Desk: 415-972-3880


 


“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe


 


 


From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 02, 2015 3:54 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Yogi, David
Subject: Fwd: webinar support


 


Hello Yolanda, I just left you a v-mail. I am free until 4:30 today and then again tomorrow
 12-5. Let me know if you want to set up a time to touch base. I may also have a window
 open up at 8:30 or 11, and if so, I will give you a call.


 


Thank you!



http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%C2%A0x227

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

tel:415-972-3880

mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com





Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


 


---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Date: Mon, Feb 2, 2015 at 3:44 PM
Subject: Re: webinar support
To: "Margand, Freya" <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>
Cc: Krissy Russell-Hedstrom <krissy@skeo.com>, Ana Vargas <avargas@skeo.com>,
 "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>, "Yogi, David"
 <Yogi.David@epa.gov>, "Conley, Tina" <Conley.Tina@epa.gov>


Thank you Freya. I will reach out to Yolanda now to learn more about what is needed.
 Once we have confirmed the key details, we will plan to share an estimated level of
 support via email.


 


thank you!


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


 


On Mon, Feb 2, 2015 at 3:27 PM, Margand, Freya <Margand.Freya@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Krissy, Miranda and Ana.


 


Region 9 is requesting support for a pCBSA webinar that they would like to hold next
 week. I had hoped to get you a final technical directive today but had to go home (and
 can’t access my contract files), so this e-mail will have to serve as initial direction to
 start the process until I get into the office tomorrow.  This project is on a short
 timeframe and I don’t want to hold things up.


 


The webinar support is a follow up to the recent pCBSA meetings regarding Del Amo
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 and Montrose sites.  The support requested by the Region is as follows:


 


·         Provide logistics support, to include:


o   determining the webinar software/platform (such as Adobe Connect,
 Go To Meeting, etc.??) to best suit the meeting purpose


o   inviting participants


o   setting up webinar room


o   uploading/setting up presentations and shared files


o   hosting the meeting, monitoring questions, assisting in resolving
 technical issues


o   distributing agenda and materials in advance of webinar


·         Scheduling webinar


·         Inviting participants from past pCBSA meeting.


·         Providing meeting facilitation during questions and discussion, and as needed


·         Coordinating with EPA and participants


·         Supporting EPA in the planning process.


 


Yolanda Sanchez (cc’d) is the lead for this project.  Please contact Yolanda directly to
 get further details and to start the planning process.  As this is a small, short timeframe
 there is no need for a technical approach.  Once you get a sense of the level of support
 this project will involve, please let me know via an e-mail. 


 


Thanks, Freya


 


Freya Margand


U.S. EPA


OSWER/OSRTI


1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW (MC: 5204P)


Washington DC 20460







 


(703) 603-8889
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From: Ana Vargas
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: Draft agenda Del Amo/Montrose January 09, 2014
Date: Friday, January 09, 2015 8:54:22 AM
Attachments: 192015DraftAgendapCBSA.docx


Please see attached for the draft agenda for Del Amo/Montrose meeting on January 09, 2014. 


-- 
Ana Vargas, MSW
Bilingual Environmental Policy Intern 
Skeo Solutions  
[e] avargas@skeo.com 
[p] (434) 975-6700 x248
[m] (661) 609-0931
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Draft Agenda pCBSA 


January 9, 2015


10:00 am – 3:00 pm


Holiday Inn


19800 S. Vermont Ave., Torrance, CA   90502








Introduction





  





Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence





Lateral and vertical extent of MCB and pCBSA in groundwater in Superfund site area and the proposed re-injection of pCBSA and engineered solutions  











Toxicity of pCBSA


	What do we know?


	What do we need to know?











Drinking Wells – What’s in ‘em


	Are we testing for all our Superfund Contaminates?


	What methods are being used for testing?





[bookmark: _GoBack]


LUNCH 12:00 – 1:00








Policy Discussion


	What’s the right choice?













From: Miranda Maupin
To: Barton, Dana
Cc: Cynthia Babich; Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Draft pCBSA Webinar Agenda
Date: Friday, February 13, 2015 9:48:15 AM
Attachments: TASC Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Feb 17 webinar Agenda 2-13-15 DRAFT.docx


Hello Cynthia and Dana, a few logistical questions that would be helpful to confirm today: 
- can we confirm 1-4pm on Tuesday for the webinar? 
- do you envision anyone needing to share any powerpoints/materials other than the agenda? If
 not, we may just need a conference line and not the webinar interface. If so, please confirm
 who will be providing a presentation so we can coordinate with the presenters.


At Cynthia's request I have attached a draft agenda for the pCBSA webinar for Dana's review.
 On the 2nd page I tried to capture the framework you proposed yesterday in the first column,
 along with the considerations Scott Warren offered in the 2nd column (I believe all the follow
 up steps in the Jan 9th summary memo are covered in Scott's considerations). 


For the flow of the agenda, I thought it could be helpful for Dana to provide an overview of
 the proposed framework similar to yesterday, and then Jane could refer participants to the
 second page to facilitate a discussion on the considerations to add or refine details as needed.


Dana, I am happy to integrate any revisions today if helpful, or feel free to send directly to Cynthia to share with
 Jane.


Thank you!


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
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(DRAFT) AGENDA





Del Amo Montrose pCBSA Webinar


Tuesday, February 17, 2015 


1:00 - 4:00 p.m.











Purpose: 	Determine path forward to address pCBSA concerns in groundwater treatment plan.


	Report progress on next steps from January 9th meeting.


	





1:00	Welcome and Introductions 





1:10	Potential Framework for Moving Forward 


· LARWQCB to send EPA guidance on how to conduct Anti-Degradation Analysis


· EPA to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis involving TASC TA advisors 


· Run a revised 5-day functional GW Treatment test pCBSA results.


· Apply pCSBA treatment results in the Anti-Degradation Study analysis


· State reviews Anti-Degradation Study for compliance 


· If yes, then start the 6-9 month Startup/Shakedown with State review


· If approved,  full treatment operation begins





[bookmark: _GoBack]1:30	Considerations for Discussion (see draft framework attached)


· Reinjection of pCBSA into relatively cleaner water


· Estimated degradation


· State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)


3:00	Discuss Process for Memorializing Process 





3:30	Review Potential Next Steps, Timing and Roles 





4:00	Adjourn	 





	






Potential Framework for Discussion 





			Potential Steps


			Considerations





			· LARWQCB to send EPA guidance on how to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis


· EPA to conduct the Anti-Degradation Analysis involving TASC TA advisors 





			· Mini Anti-Degradation evaluation


· Full Scale Anti-Degradation evaluation


· Timeline and Schedule





			· Results from the recently sampled drinking water wells (USEPA/WRD)





			· DDW develops  response level 


· WRD monitoring well sampling schedule





			· EPA runs a revised 5-day functional GW Treatment test pCBSA results.





			· Estimated discharge volume and water quality


· Timeline and schedule


· State review (DTSC and LARWQCB)





			· Apply pCSBA treatment results in the Anti-Degradation Study analysis


			· State reviews Anti-Degradation Study for compliance 








			· 6-9 month Startup/Shakedown, before  full treatment operation





			· Estimated discharge volume and water quality


· Timeline and schedule


· State review (DTSC and LARWQCB)





			· Full Scale groundwater treatment system operation





			· Reinjection of pCBSA into relatively cleaner water


· Estimated degradation


· State Position (DTSC and LARWQCB)
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From: Ana Vargas
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Yogi, David; plate.matt@epa.gov; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO; MARTINEZ, YARISSA; Barton, Dana; Miranda Maupin
Subject: Request for review for January 27th Del Amo/Montrose VI Workshop notes
Date: Thursday, February 26, 2015 2:09:03 PM
Attachments: TASC TO1 R9-Del Amo-Montrose DAAC VI Workshop DRAFT REVIEW (2-26-15).docx


Hi Yolanda,


I have attached the most recent version of the January 27th Del Amo/Montrose VI Workshop
 notes for EPA's review before finalizing and sending out to all participants. We welcome any
 revisions or comments you or others may have. Please feel free to reach out with any
 questions or concerns. Thank you in advance for your time.    


Best,


Ana 


-- 
Ana Vargas, MSW
Associate 
Skeo Solutions  
[e] avargas@skeo.com 
[p] (434) 975-6700 x248
[m] (661) 609-0931
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Summary Memo:


Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site


Del Amo Action Committee Vapor Intrusion Workshop 





Site Name:		Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites 


Site Location:		Torrance, California	


Meeting Date:	January 27, 2015


Meeting Location:	Holiday Inn, Torrance, California


Participants:		See Attachment 1





Introduction


Representatives of the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) met with representatives from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC) program on January 27, 2015 from 10 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss methods and outreach options for residential vapor intrusion investigation at the Del Amo/Montrose Superfund sites in Torrance, California. Miranda Maupin (TASC) facilitated the meeting. The list of meeting participants and meeting agenda can be found in Attachments 1 and 2, respectively.





This memo summarizes key points from the working session, which covered the following topics:


· Presentation of new groundwater contamination data


· November 2014 VI Sampling plan revisions


· Review of concurrent sampling approaches


· What community members should expect the VI sampling approach to look like in the field


· Ideas for DAAC’s role/expertise in community outreach on VI sampling 





Presentation of new groundwater contamination data


EPA presented the following recent and previously unreported groundwater contamination data on Well 49:


Well 49 concentration values:


Nov 2013:  11,000 CB   330 PCE  190 TCE


Jan 2014:  12,000 CB     420 PCE  200 TCE


Peak: Informal unwritten report from Summer 2014 found CB was 13,000+


Sept 2014:  8,700 CB     250 PCE  140 TCE


Oct 2014:  6,200 CB      150 PCE  120 TCE


· Dana Barton (EPA) explained that from 2012 to today the shallow groundwater well 49 is showing increasing concentrations of chlorobenzene (CB) and trichloroethylene (TCE). Barton added that EPA does not know why concentrations are increasing in the well. 


· Dana Barton added EPA cannot be sure of the sources of the contamination found in the wells but that one possibility is leaching from contaminated soil in the vadose zone. Barton remarked that the most recent groundwater data will be available soon. 


· Dana Barton explained that a mobile unit was set up near Well 49 for an aquifer test. The unit extracted and treated groundwater on a temporary basis. Data from October 2014 demonstrated lower concentration levels, possibly because groundwater was being extracted and treated during the aquifer test. Dana Barton explained that the concentrations of CB and TCE are expected to increase again now that the aquifer test has been complete. She concluded that testing indoor air is the only method to provide certainty about whether vapor intrusion is occurring. 


· Dr. Wells (TASC) concurred and commented that this fact underscores that the modeling conducted in Phase 2 delayed the process without providing any useful information. 


· DAAC asked EPA to share parachlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) data.


· Dana Barton commented that the closest production well shows non-detect for pCBSA in preliminary results. 


· Dana Barton explained that EPA Region 9 has a vapor intrusion team that has experience from multiple large scale vapor intrusion projects and they are able to draw on this experience to adapti their approach as they learn more. 


· Matt Plate commented that EPA is very conservative on vapor intrusion. What EPA has seen is that vapor intrusion spikes in the winter time when temperature is warmer inside of someone’s home than it is outside. Additionally, vapor intrusion varies from day to day. EPA is trying to target cooler weather to sample. Plate adds that air conditioning can be protective of vapor intrusion because it can create positive air pressure in the home. Plate remarked that (compared to sub-slab vapor data) crawl space data appear to be more predictive of indoor air data in the overlying home. 





November 2014 VI Sampling plan highlighting revisions


· DAAC understands that it is very important to collect data in the right season and follow appropriate steps However, if Dr. Wells is not comfortable moving forward without having certain technical elements addressed, then DAAC is not comfortable.


· Dana Barton reviewed questions EPA is trying to answer through conducting the VI sampling:


· Are the homes that are near Well 49 at risk for vapors inside the home?


· Are we getting enough homes for a representative sample?


· Yarissa Martinez added that EPA can’t be sure there is no vapor intrusion based on data collected to date. Martinez further commented that EPA has heard concerns about expanding sampling beyond the study area and has tried to be as comprehensive as possible. EPA does not want to end the process with sampling only indoor air.    


· Dr. Wells briefly recapped the technical comments on the current VI Sampling Plan. Dr. Wells remarked that the expansion of sampling zones is a significant improvement. Dr. Wells expressed that it would be helpful to discuss if the current sampling plan will address all the questions that EPA is trying to answer. 


· Dr. Wells expressed that the problem of vapor intrusion is challenging because very low concentrations of toxic chemicals can be problematic from a health perspective but can be hard to measure in indoor air. Dr. Wells added that he is worried that the previous analysis by EPA did not yield sufficient results; the same issue could occur if the VI Sampling Plan does not have a clear objective and method to reach that objective.    


· Dr. Wells suggests that soil vapor sampling might be a better way to start before the indoor air sampling. 


· Dana Barton remarked that EPA’s approach is focused on air before soil to identify whether there are any imminent risks. 


· Matt Plat commented that EPA has conducted vapor intrusion sampling on many other sites and has collected data on seasonality so they have an understanding of the effects of seasonality in California.


· Dr. Wells remarked that there is a very high risk of getting a false negative in sampling only indoor air due to high variability from things like differences in atmospheric conditions.


· Matt Plate commented that EPA expects to find clusters of homes with presence of contaminants with the current strategy VI Sampling Plan. Plate added that even with the variability, EPA expects to be able to detect whether or not vapor intrusion is occurring with indoor air samples.


· Yarissa Martinez added that the current sampling plan is enough for EPA to start collecting data on concentration levels of contaminants in the homes. 


· Dana Barton remarked that EPA’s approach is to go inside the homes because they want to be most protective. Barton does not believe this study can answer all the questions in the first go round and that the only way to know is go inside the home. Barton added that EPA will start by going in homes to find out whether vapor intrusion is occurring and investigate based on results further. 


· Dr. Wells asked whether EPA perceives that the objective of this round is to evaluate imminent risks. Dr. Wells remarked that this is different than the question of whether or not there is a chronic risk from long-term, low levels of exposure. An example would be if the sampling results show positive levels of contaminants in the crawl space and not in the indoor air samples for a particular home.


· Matt Plate added that EPA now has a non-chronic risk standard for TCE and they do not want to wait to determine if any residents are exposed at this level of risk. 


· Dr. Wells commented that EPA should also be focusing on defining the next steps: once questions about imminent risk are answered but questions about lower chronic exposure have not been answered. There is currently no agreed-upon plan for this seemingly new stage of work.


· Dana Barton remarked that she is giving assurance that EPA will investigate soil vapor at this site. EPA is focused in Phase I on determining if there is an imminent risk. EPA will take the data and determine what additional investigations are needed to understand potential for other types of risk. Barton expressed that EPA hopes they do not find contaminant concentrations in homes. 


· Dr. Wells asked if the sampling plan that is being proposed will provide reliable data to take the study to the next step. 


· Dana Barton remarked that there is not enough information about the extent of contaminant concentrations around Well 49.


· Scott Warren (DTSC) added that there has always been concern that the contaminants went down the Kenwood drain and went downout to the Dominguez channel. Warren remarked that maybe the contaminants flowed down the drainage have gone down the drain and may have ponded near the ECI property, possibly createding another source area.  Scott also indicated that MCB, DDT and pCBSA flowed down the old unlined Kenwood drainage and likely soaked into the soil along the way.  As a result, the assumption that the only vapor to be concerned about is that coming up from the groundwater; we also need to consider that contaminates that soaked in along the old Kenwood drainage may be much closer to the homes.  Testing should be performed in these areas, along the former Kenwood drainage and even beneath the homes across Torrance and east of the ECI facility where DDT has been detected.    


· Dana Barton added that EPA’s approach would be to answer questions about imminent risk first and then use the results to determine how to answer the remaining questions. 


· Dr.Wells commented that one of the reasons he recommended the sampling area be expanded from EPA’s original offer to sample only in the immediate area of three wells is the potential for undiscovered residual soil contamination in the vadose zone. Dr. Wells had questions about how EPA is going to interpret the data from that perspective. 


· Yarissa described that under the current VI Sampling Plan, EPA would go to the house and place one sorbent type of device indoors and one outdoors. After inspecting the house, they may place another device inside the house, if they see a need.  Martinez added that it was brought to EPA’s attention to include sub slab sampling. 


· Dana Barton added that a lot of the homes have a crawl space and not a slab in this neighborhood. 


· Matt Plate added that EPA anticipates there will be outdoor (background) contamination and that indoor sampling would also likely detect these chemicals. Plate added that EPA wants to see what the concentration levels are in the outdoor air. 


· Yarissa Martinez added that the current plan is to sample approximately 350 units.


·  Dana Barton added that it might be helpful to construct a decision tree describing the current orientation on imminent risk but to also incorporate the whole situation, including how data from this round (including sub slab and crawlspace information) will be used to plan the subsequent phase of work. 


· DAAC asked a question regarding transparency on models used to determine concentration levels on contaminants.


· Dr. Wells commented that with imminent risk, the interpretation is very transparent because anyone can compare the sample date with public health standard and determine if it’s above or below the standard.


· Dana Barton commented that there might be variability with same house sub slab data.


· Matt Plate added that EPA does not trust that one sub slab sample will be good enough for decision making and suggests taking two sub slab samples per home.


· DAAC would like a map from EPA of the study area showing visually the sampling results. 


· EPA does not know whether they can share a map of sampling results for individual homes, but will follow up on the background of the Region 9 policy regarding sharing sampling results in a way that protects privacy. Barton added that EPA may need to ask home owners for permission and designate it a high priority action. Barton will consult with the site attorney on how much personal information can be shared and what will happen with individual results of the sampling data.  


· Dana Barton suggests that EPA should coordinate with Dr. Wells to develop a decision tree for Phase 2. Matt Plate offered to schedule a scoping call with Yarissa, Matt and Dr. Wells in the next week to outline the key questions and what-if scenarios, followed by a call in three weeks to look at a draft decision tree. Dr. Wells shared that gaining a clear understanding of how Phase 1 results will inform the Phase 2 investigation will increase our comfort level in moving forward with the investigation as outlined in the Phase 1 SAP.


· Dr. Wells suggests that if a substantial percentage of homeowners and residents do not agree to allow access for the sampling, EPA should reconvene to discuss how to handle proceeding with what would be spatially-limited data. 


· Dana Barton suggests that bringing a known community contact will help resolve this issue, but if the issue does arise, they will add a protocol to the decision tree to address that issue.  


· DAAC added that they believe this will likely not be a problem based on their relationship with the community and all the educating DAAC has done over the years. 





Ideas for DAAC’s role/expertise in community outreach on VI sampling 


· Alejandro Diaz (EPA) presented on the current outreach methods being considered for the Vapor Intrusion Sampling. A fact sheet, Residential Property Access Consent Form, Indoor Air Quality Questionnaire and Building Inventory along with door-to-door outreach and flyers around the neighborhood are all included in the outreach materials. Diaz explained there is a letter included in the outreach materials addressed to the community explaining the sampling process.    


· Diaz explained that EPA will need signatures on the Residential Property Access Consent Form from each of the residents and owners of the homes participating in the VI Sampling. Diaz added that property owners and renters must sign the Residential Property Access Consent Form.


· Diaz added that outreach will be conducted via door-to-door (within the area highlighted in the fact sheet), email, and flyers around the neighborhood. Residents will be provided this information in English and Spanish. Additionally, EPA is considering pre-stamped envelopes to facilitate the return process of the Residential Property Access Consent Form.  


· Diaz would like the outreach and community sampling to be professional and humble. Diaz commented that contractors will not be sent into homes alone; that an EPA representative will always be present 


· DAAC provided the following feedback on community outreach:





· The fact sheet narrative should reflect the history of the community’s request for sampling to provide background for residents. 


· DAAC feels that using the pre-stamped envelopes will prompt community members to return the Residential Property Access Consent Form.





· Dr. Wells commented that in other similar situations he has experienced, residents have reacted strongly to the chemical inventory as an intrusion of privacy into their homes. Dr. Wells suggests writing a protocol for contractors when entering homes and making this process transparent to the residents will help facilitate the process of the VI sampling. Dr. Wells also suggests that providing information to residents for the protocol when the presence of other chemicals is detected (i.e., compounds that are not chemicals of concern for the Del Amo and Montrose sites) will help make the process transparent. 


· Dana Barton explained that if the presence of other chemicals is detected from other sources, those chemicals will not be addressed by EPA. Barton suggested adding the protocol for this to the decision tree. Barton added that contractors will take note of the health effect residents are experiencing if they share that information. Barton commented that EPA may talk to the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) regarding health impact and contaminants.


· Matt Plate added that the VI sampling team will look at the crawl-space and talk through a survey with the occupants to help understand what chemicals are in the home that could interfere with gathering data regarding soil vapor.	Comment by Ana Vargas: Matt, would you be able to clarify this comment for us? Thank you. 


· DAAC suggests that it might be beneficial to have a health survey to compare health results in the community.


· Barton explained that EPA does not have the expertise to understand health impacts related to exposures and would turn to ATSDR for that analysis.


· DAAC does not feel that ATSDR should be present during the VI Sampling. 


 


Discussion of schedule


· Yolanda Sanchez discussed scheduling for the VI sampling. Sanchez explained that EPA aims to complete all sampling by March 21st. 


· Matt Plate discussed that the VI sampling must be conducted during a colder time of year as it is consistent with the most recent research and EPA sampling data. 


· DAAC feels that aiming to complete sampling by this date is very ambitious.


· Dr. Wells recommends to move forward with testing because of the need for the data, but that the deadline for the VI sampling may be arbitrary in that we do not have severe winter weather in southern California, so the weather in April won’t be much different form the weather in March.


· David Yogi shared a proposed timeline of events leading up to the sampling. 


· David Yogi added that another possible outreach method would be a mobile repository stationed in the neighborhood where information about the site would be available. This mobile repository will be a venue for people to come and get answers to questions. Yogi remarked that it will be accessible and effective.


· DAAC suggested renting a local resident’s house in place of the mobile repository.


· DAAC and EPA discussed reconvening to discuss door-to-door approach and outreach methods. 


· DAAC suggested adding a “How to sign up” section on the fact sheet. 





Next Steps


The discussion concluded with the following next steps:


· Yarissa Martinez agreed to send Florence Gharibian the signed Sampling Action Plan (SAP).


· David Yogi agreed to forward the email summarizing the recent data from Well 49 to the meeting participants.


· EPA agreed to coordinate with Dr. Wells to develop a decision tree for Phase 2. Matt offered to schedule a scoping call with Yarissa, Matt and Dr. Wells in the next week to outline the key questions and what-if scenarios, followed by a call in three weeks to look at a draft decision tree. Dr. Wells shared that gaining a clear understanding of how Phase 1 results will inform the Phase 2 investigation will increase comfort level in moving forward with the investigation as outlined in the Phase 1 SAP.


· Dana Barton agreed to research background on EPA’s confidentiality/privacy policy regarding sharing results from residential sampling, and then follow up with DAAC and TASC with options on what detail/format may be possible to share with the TASC technical advisor.


· Yolanda Sanchez agreed to share a draft resident letter template with DAAC and TASC that would be used to report sampling results to residents. Dr. Wells suggested that including some background information in the letter would be helpful. For example, the actual results will likely be compared to a theoretical health-based threshold or a standard and it would be helpful to include an explanation of how the standard was determined.


· Steven John agreed to host a meeting/video call Friday January 30, 2015 at 9am to discuss community outreach materials and messaging with the site team, DAAC and Miranda.
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Skeo Solutions Project Manager


Miranda Maupin


434-975-6700 Ext. 227
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Skeo Solutions Task Order Manager
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Skeo Solutions Program Manager
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Skeo Solutions TASC Quality Control Monitor
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Attachment 1: Meeting Participants


			First


			Last


			Organization/Affiliation





			Cynthia 


			Babich


			Del Amo Action Committee 





			Cynthia 


			Medina


			Del Amo Action Committee





			Florence


			Gharibian


			Del Amo Action Committee





			Scott 


			Warren


			California Department of Toxic Substances Control





			Alejandro 


			Diaz


			U.S. Environmental Protection Agency





			Dana 


			Barton


			U.S. Environmental Protection Agency





			David 


			Yogi


			U.S. Environmental Protection Agency





			Matt


			Plate


			U.S. Environmental Protection Agency





			Steven


			John


			U.S. Environmental Protection Agency





			Yarissa 


			Martinez


			U.S. Environmental Protection Agency





			Yolanda


			Sanchez


			U.S. Environmental Protection Agency





			James


			Wells 


			TASC (L. Everett and Associates)





			Miranda


			Maupin


			TASC (Skeo Solutions)





			Ana


			Vargas 


			TASC (Skeo Solutions)































































































This meeting is funded by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC) program. Its contents do not necessarily reflect the policies, actions, or positions of EPA.





Attachment 2: Agenda 


AGENDA


Del Amo Montrose Technical Working Session


Vapor Intrusion Sampling Plan


Holiday Inn, Torrance, CA


Tuesday, January 27, 2015 


10:00 am – 1:30 p.m.





Purpose: 	Discuss methods and outreach options for residential vapor intrusion investigation at the Del Amo/Montrose Superfund sites.





10:00 a.m.	Introductions and Welcome 





10:10 a.m.	Presentation of new groundwater contamination data


		Questions and discussion





10:25 a.m. 	Present November 2014 VI Sampling plan highlighting revisions


· Confirm type of sampling equipment, areas sampled (indoor, sub slab or crawl space), how many sampling events, environmental (weather) factors) 


· What is a statistical valid number of homes sampled and what happens if we do not meet that number?


Questions and discussion





10:45 a.m.	Review of concurrent sampling approaches


· Discuss adding soil vapor and subslab sampling 


· Options for timing, sampling plan and coordination with indoor air program 


· Clarification on what is proposed for each phase, and whether/how first phase will influence second phase. 


Questions and discussion





11:45 a.m.	Describe the VI sampling approach in the field 


What community members should expect





12:00		Working Lunch 


Ideas for DAAC’s role/expertise in community outreach on VI sampling 


1:00 p.m.	Wrap-up
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From: MARTINEZ, YARISSA
To: Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: FW: Quick favor
Date: Friday, January 23, 2015 9:02:40 AM
Attachments: TASC R9-Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites Groundwater Technical Comments Final 5-3-13 with figures


 (1).pdf


Comments sent on March 2013 that were again submitted on Nov 2014 to me… and were talked
 about last Jan 9, 2015 meeting.  I did forward this to Dana, and previously shared with the team.
 
 
 
From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 09, 2015 3:00 PM
To: YM
Cc: MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Subject: Re: Quick favor
 
Hi Yarissa, here they are!


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
 
On Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 2:23 PM, YM <yarissaaymee@yahoo.com> wrote:


Miranda can you send me Markus comments on the GW system that are still unanswered,
 dated 2013.  
Trying to work something out of the office here!
 
 
Happy Connecting. Sent from my Sprint Samsung Galaxy S® 5 Sport


 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=7A7CAC3B8FD14B5E9AF186E7ACB94E7D-YMARTINE

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

http://www.skeo.com/

mailto:yarissaaymee@yahoo.com
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Technical Assistance Services for Communities 
Contract No.: GS-10F-030N 
TASC WA No.: EP-G13S-00087 
Technical Directive No.: R9#5 Del Amo & Montrose 



 
April 2013 



Review of Groundwater Assessment and Remediation Plans 
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites 



Los Angeles, CA 
 
1.0 Introduction 
The purpose of this report is to present a review of historical groundwater data and monitoring 
work plans as well as a review of the schedule and plans for groundwater treatment plant 
construction in association with groundwater contamination beneath and around the Del Amo 
and Montrose Superfund Sites in Los Angeles, California.  
 
The history of development and operation and a summary of environmental response action are 
presented in Sections 2.0 – 6.0 of this report as context for the technical comments. The technical 
comments address cleanup-related decisions and current actions being taken with respect to 
groundwater remediation. In Section 7.0 the report summarizes aspects of the groundwater 
remediation that are potentially of community concern or for which additional information 
appears to be needed. These aspects are discussed in context in the preceding sections of this 
report.  
 
This report is provided by EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC) 
program, which is implemented by independent technical and environmental consultants. Its 
contents do not necessarily reflect the policies, actions or positions of EPA. This report is being 
provided to the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) and other members of the community 
neighboring the Montrose and Del Amo sites. 
 
2.0 History of Development and Operation of the Montrose and Del Amo Sites 
Montrose Site 
The 13-acre Montrose site is located at 20201 South Normandie Avenue in unincorporated Los 
Angeles County, just north of the Los Angeles County line near the town of Torrance. The 
Montrose site is neighbored to the east by the Del Amo Superfund Site. A residential community 
occupies the land immediately southeast of the Montrose site and is divided between County and 
City. 
 
Montrose began operations at the property in 1947 and until its termination in 1982 produced 
large quantities of the chemical DDT (dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane) for off-site 
transportation and sale. DDT was detected in soil and groundwater beneath the former industrial 
operation at about the time plant operations were discontinued. 
 
Contamination beneath the Montrose site consists primarily of DDT production-related 
contaminants detected in soil, soil vapor and groundwater. 
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Del Amo Site 
Prior to the 1940s, the Del Amo property and surrounding land was lightly developed and 
primarily agricultural. Between 1942 and 1943 a 300-acre synthetic rubber complex was 
constructed on the property. Operated initially by contractors to the United States government, 
the plant was sold in 1972 to Shell Oil Company, who operated it until its decommissioning and 
redevelopment as a business park in the early 1970s. 
 
During its period of operation, the synthetic rubber plant consisted of three interrelated process 
plants: a butadiene plant, a styrene plant and a copolymer plant where butadiene and styrene 
were combined to produce synthetic rubber. Raw materials for the rubber production process 
(mainly benzene and acids and various catalysts) were delivered by truck and rail, stored 
primarily in aboveground tanks, and transferred to process areas by pipeline. Process wastes 
were reportedly treated on the property, with effluent directed to the municipal sewer system and 
evaporation ponds/disposal impoundments (“waste pits”). The Waste Pit Area included four 
unlined evaporation ponds for aqueous waste and six unlined waste pits for more viscous process 
waste (Dames and Moore, 1998). As reported in project technical documents, waste materials in 
these pits and ponds are characterized by high concentrations of aromatic volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), principally benzene, toluene and ethylbenzene, and polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), principally naphthalene.  
 
3.0 Hydrogeologic Setting 
As described in the 1998 Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study (JGWFS), the Del Amo and 
Montrose sites are located in the West Coast Groundwater Basin, a northwest-southwest elongate 
sub-basin of the larger Los Angeles Coastal Groundwater Basin. The West Coast Basin, formed 
by a depression in underlying igneous and metamorphic “basement” rock, is filled with up to 
13,000 feet of unconsolidated sediments.  
 
The ancient valley was filled with sediments deposited in lake and ocean settings, which resulted 
in zones of coarse-grained sediments (gravel and sand) interbedded with more fine-grained (silt 
and clay) units. Groundwater is present in these layers, with the depth to first groundwater most 
recently measured in the Upper Bellflower Aquitard (referred to also as the Water Table Unit) at 
approximately 50 feet below ground surface (bgs). 
 
The layers, or units, beneath and in the vicinity of the Superfund sites are discussed in the 
technical reports in relation to their different properties (primarily sediment grain size and 
depositional characteristics). Groundwater-saturated units beneath the subject sites (from 
shallowest to deepest) include: 
 



• Bellflower Aquitard (divided into Upper, Middle and Lower units) 
• Gage Aquifer 
• Gage-Lynwood Aquitard 
• Lynwood Aquifer 



 
According to research documented in the JGWFS, the Lynwood Aquifer is encountered at depth 
of approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs and extends to a depth of approximately 375 feet bgs. 
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Contamination has been detected in each of the sedimentary units identified above. The 
concentration and lateral extent of the affected area varies by unit as a function of nearness to the 
source of contamination and how porous the unit is. 
 
4.0 Source Areas and Dissolved Contaminant Plumes 
For purposes of case administration, EPA elected to sub-divide the Montrose and Del Amo sites 
into a number of Operable Units (OU). Such a sub-division is customary at complex sites where 
it is believed separation will enable a more focused and protective overall response. Due to the 
fact that the affected groundwater flowing beneath the two sites comes together south of the 
Montrose and Del Amo site boundaries, EPA determined that a response action that addressed 
groundwater in its totality, irrespective the contaminant or its source, would be the most effective 
mitigation strategy. Accordingly, the Joint Groundwater OU was established in the late 1990s. 
 
Source Areas 
The primary source areas at the Montrose and Del Amo properties are those process areas where 
chemicals were initially released to the soil and groundwater beneath the respective plant 
properties. Concentrations of contaminants are typically highest in these areas. The attribute 
referred to in the literature as “secondary” sources of contamination includes those areas where 
NAPL (non-aqueous phase liquid), process chemicals in their pure form (not dissolved in 
groundwater) are abundantly present. These areas contain both LNAPL (NAPL that is lighter 
than water and floats) and DNAPL (NAPL that is denser and sinks through groundwater).  
 
NAPL in the subsurface is termed a secondary source of contamination due to its long-term 
contribution of contamination to groundwater. As long as abundant NAPL remains in the 
subsurface, the dimensions and concentrations of areas of groundwater contamination will not 
diminish to any substantial degree. Accordingly, the NAPL has been the subject of evaluation 
and mitigation planning, with NAPL removal efforts at the Del Amo and Montrose sites 
anticipated to begin in the coming years.  
 
Source area NAPL beneath the Montrose and Del Amo properties is addressed in each individual 
OU rather than in the Joint Groundwater Operable Unit. With the exception of NAPL measured 
in historic Del Amo monitoring well XP-01 south of the Del Amo property line (near the 
intersection of 204th Street and Berendo Avenue), NAPL occurrence appears restricted to the 
Montrose and Del Amo properties. According to the Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation 
Report (Dames and Moore, 1998), the NAPL measured in XP-01 (formerly designated P-1) is “a 
complex petroleum product likely associated with one or more petroleum pipelines in the 
vicinity, and unrelated to the Del Amo plant site.”  The report notes that the occurrence of NAPL 
in XP-01 was investigated and documented in the report entitled Focused Investigation of Non-
Aqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1 (Dames and Moore, 1992) and in letters to EPA. 
The 1998 Remedial Investigation report does not describe what actions were taken by EPA, if 
any, to notify California regulatory agencies of the discovery of NAPL contamination apparently 
unrelated to the Del Amo site. 
 
Dissolved Contaminant Plumes 
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The nature and extent of groundwater contamination is studied most comprehensively in the 
1998 JGWFS. As documented in the JGWFS, groundwater beneath and downgradient from the 
Montrose and Del Amo sites contains concentrations of historic industrial process-related 
contamination. The contaminants emanating from the respective properties are different, with the 
Montrose contaminant “plume” consisting primarily of monochlorobenzene (MCB) and para-
chlorobenzenesulfonic acid (pCBSA), and the Del Amo plume comprised mainly of benzene and 
chlorinated solvents. 
 
Groundwater samples have been collected periodically over the course of the individual and joint 
investigations. The most recent sampling events at the respective sites were conducted in 2012. 
Prior relatively recent sampling events occurred in 2006 and 2009. The magnitude and extent of 
the various contaminant plumes and their trends in concentration and dimension over time is 
discussed below. 
 
Chlorobenzene (MCB) 
According to data presented in the most recent groundwater monitoring report, concentrations of 
MCB are highest in the upper units of the Bellflower aquitard and diminish with depth. The 
lateral distribution varies with depth, with MCB migrating furthest south/southeast in the 
Bellflower sand (to a distance approximately 4,800 feet from the Montrose site). MCB is shown 
to have migrated nearly as far in the Gage Aquifer (4,300 feet from the Montrose site). 
Relatively low concentrations of MCB have been measured in the Lynwood Aquifer in a 
monitoring well located on the Montrose property. Figures showing the most recent 
measurements of concentration and distribution are presented in the AECOM 2012 Groundwater 
Monitoring Report. 
 
pCBSA 
Concentrations of pCBSA have been detected in the same sedimentologic units as MCB, though 
at higher concentrations and at greater distances from the source. pCBSA has been shown to 
have migrated approximately 5,400 feet downgradient of the Montrose site in the Bellflower 
sand and approximately 8,200 feet in the underlying Gage Aquifer. 
 
Benzene 
As documented in the recent groundwater monitoring report (URS, 2012), groundwater with 
concentrations of dissolved benzene occurs primarily on the Del Amo site or in areas proximal to 
the downgradient property boundary in all affected sedimentologic units. It should be noted that 
the figures depicting the extent of the benzene plume in this recent monitoring report incorporate 
data points from samples collected many years ago. Therefore, care should be taken in 
interpreting these diagrams (URS benzene in groundwater attached as Figure 1). 
 
Trichloroethene (TCE) 
TCE plumes exist beneath both the Montrose and Del Amo sites, though the plumes do not 
appear to be related to a common source. The nature and distribution of TCE in groundwater 
beneath and in the vicinity of the Del Amo site is less well understood than other process-related 
contaminants. As stated in the recent monitoring report (URS 2012), “TCE is not known to have 
been used at the plant site, and thus plant site related source areas and associated plumes have 
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not been identified.”  Project technical documents show that the majority of TCE-affected 
groundwater is confined to the Montrose and Del Amo property boundaries. 
 
Technical Impracticability Zone 
A Technical Impracticability Zone (TI Zone), sometimes also described as a “containment zone,” 
was established at the Montrose and Del Amo sites in the 1999 EPA Record of Decision (ROD) 
for the JGWFS. The TI Zone was established as an administrative tool for the management of 
NAPL (DNAPL at Montrose and LNAPL at Del Amo), as its complete removal at the time 
seemed “impracticable.” The boundary for the TI Zone was drawn a distance from the NAPL 
(which occurs only in the subsurface at the Montrose and Del Amo sites) into the surrounding 
residential community. The NAPL at the Montrose and Del Amo sites had not yet been 
comprehensively studied at the time the ROD was prepared. 
 
In establishing the TI Zone at the Montrose and Del Amo sites, EPA relied upon its 1993 
technical document entitled “Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of 
Groundwater Restoration” (U.S. EPA, 1993). The 1993 guidance relies on studies and data 
produced in the years prior to 1993. 
 
EPA described the rationale for the TI Zone in the ROD, stating: 
 
“EPA has recognized that much of the groundwater at the Joint Site can be restored... In order 
to do so, a zone of dissolved phase contamination in groundwater surrounding the NAPL must be 
contained, thereby isolating the NAPL.” 
 
The rationale was further described in ROD Section 10.2 (Summary of Why NAPL Areas 
Cannot Be Restored to Drinking Water Standards): 
 
“… it will not be practicable to remove enough (virtually all) DNAPL so as to attain drinking 
water standards in the immediate vicinity of the DNAPL.”   
 
It is noted that in ROD Section 10.4 (Extent and Configuration of the TI Waiver Zone) EPA 
describes proposals by parties to extend the boundaries of the TI Zone (TI Zone and “TI Waiver” 
are used interchangeably in the technical documents) to encompass the entire dissolved 
contaminant plume. EPA rejected these proposals, stating in the ROD that this “clearly would 
have been an inappropriate use of a TI waiver because, regardless of any relative difficulties or 
risks which might exist in attempting to restore groundwater in the downgradient portions of the 
plume, it is technically practicable to do so and to do so without compromising the objectives of 
the remedial action.” 
 
5.0 Feasibility Study and Record of Decision 
Feasibility Study 
As described previously, the 1998 JGWFS examined the physical and spatial characteristics of 
the dissolved contaminant plume. The report also evaluated a series of potentially viable 
remedial options, including: 
 



1. No Action – this is a remedial alternative that rarely can be demonstrated to accomplish 
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remedial objectives but which must be studied in accordance with statutory requirements. 
2. Institutional Controls – these involve restrictive covenants that prohibit activities that 



would result in human contact with contaminated groundwater. 
3. Containment 
4. Removal (includes an evaluation of treatment and disposal options for removed 



groundwater) 
5. In-situ Treatment 
 



Options were examined in greater detail upon acknowledgement of potential feasibility, both 
with respect to the remedial process itself and applicability to the various contaminant plumes 
and their area of commingling. The process combination found by the JGWFS to be most 
appropriate (Alternative 2) involves groundwater extraction, treatment and reinjection. It should 
be noted that groundwater extraction from installed wells is seen in the JGWFS Alternative 2 
scenario to be necessary only in the areas of chlorobenzene and TCE contamination. The 
containment/strength reduction goals for the benzene plume beneath the central and south central 
portion of the Del Amo property are seen as attainable by relying on natural forces 
(biodegradation) alone. 
 
Over the course of the years since EPA issued the JGWFS, consultants for Montrose and Del 
Amo conducted a variety of pilot extraction and treatability studies designed to study issues such 
as optimum extraction well configuration and above-ground treatment system design. The results 
of these studies were published in a variety of reports, the most recent being the Revised Basis of 
Design Report (Geosyntec, 2012).  
 
Record of Decision 
The Record of Decision (ROD) for the dual-site groundwater OU was signed in 1999. The ROD 
affirms Alternative 2 as the appropriate mitigation measure, and describes in detail both remedial 
objectives and the means for their attainment for the MCB, benzene and TCE plumes. With 
respect to the TCE plume, the ROD states: 
 
“Containment of the TCE in the NAPL containment zone shall be partially accomplished by 
hydraulic extraction of groundwater from one or more extraction wells…” 
 
The ROD also requires remedy monitoring and the preparation of a Monitoring Plan. As stated 
by EPA, the monitoring is required to (among other things) ensure that contaminants within the 
containment zone have not left the zone, allow the evaluation of the effectiveness of the partial 
containment of the TCE plume by hydraulic extraction, verify the zones of capture of extraction 
wells and the radii of influence of extraction and injection wells, and measure the continued 
reliability of intrinsic biodegradation to contain the benzene plume.  
 
6.0 Remedial Measures Design and Implementation 
As described above, the selected remedial alternative for the joint groundwater OU is comprised 
of a groundwater extraction component, a contaminant treatment/destruction component and a 
treated fluids reinjection component. The extraction and reinjection components are discussed 
here.  
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It should be noted that the remedial design plans described below only speak to the mitigation of 
the MCB plume. With regard to benzene and TCE, the report states that: 
 
“The benzene plume, as defined in the ROD, is being addressed largely by monitored natural 
attenuation, and the ROD requirements for the TCE plume will be addressed separately.” 
 
The JGWFS and the ROD both included TCE as a contaminant to be addressed by the joint-
groundwater remedial action plan. The basis for deferring action with respect to TCE is not 
elaborated upon in the design documents reviewed below. 
 
Extraction and Injection Components 
The number, depth and location of the extraction well network presented in the Revised Basis of 
Design (RBOD) was based on data collected during pumping tests and computer modeling 
conducted in the period following completion of the JGWFS. As shown in Figure 2 attached 
(Figure 2 from the RBOD), the extraction well network consists of 14 wells completed at various 
depths near and downgradient from the Montrose facility along the trend of the dissolved MCB 
plume. Wells are located mainly in public rights of way or on private property (Table 4-3 in the 
RBOD lists location and ownership information for each extraction/injection well location). 
Project documents, including the Hargis Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of 
Design for Planned Extraction and Injection Wells (2009), indicate that most injection wells are 
six to eight inches in diameter and most extraction wells 10 to 12 inches in diameter. 
 
Wells are planned to be completed in pre-cast concrete vaults with traffic-rated watertight 
covers. The design drawings for the vaults were not provided in the RBOD (they are to be 
furnished at a later date). As with the vaults and other system components, no design drawings 
are provided for the transfer piping planned to connect the extraction wells to the treatment 
compound. This approximately 13,000 linear foot influent piping run is to be constructed of 
double-walled High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) conduit. The ROPB indicates that most of 
this piping will be underground (mostly beneath surface street rights of way). The line will be 
emplaced in trenches or jacked (tunneled) beneath roadways or areas of shallow utilities where 
trenching is impractical. 
 
The RBOD does not mention or describe plans for monitoring influent piping integrity (such as 
with in-pipe sensors or visual monitoring stations for leak detection) and it is unclear if such 
plans exist. Similarly, the RBOD does not describe design measures incorporated to allow the 
connection of additional extraction wells and piping should the monitoring required by the ROD 
indicate that changes are needed. Effluent (treated water) piping connecting the treatment system 
to injection wells is to be constructed of single-wall HDPE. As with the influent piping corridor, 
most effluent piping is to be constructed beneath public rights of way. 
 
It is noted that with the exception of pCBSA, contaminants in groundwater are to be substantially 
removed by treatment equipment prior to effluent reintroduction to the subsurface via injection. 
The effluent concentration goal for pCBSA is 25,000 micrograms/liter (parts per billion). This 
goal is reported to have been established in cooperation with the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), though no written record of this concurrence is referenced in 
project documents (the record apparently is of an oral communication in the late 1990s).  
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Monitoring Component 
The ROD establishes the importance of remedy monitoring and optimization. With respect to 
monitoring, the RBOD speaks only to monitoring to be conducted in association with the 
evaluation of potential environmental and public health impacts. The RBOD does not contain 
any details with respect to how this monitoring is to be conducted, offering a more general 
statement as follows: 
 
“In general, potential impacts will be addressed in future design reports, subsequent 
construction documents, or the Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Manual to be 
developed for operation and maintenance of the remedial system.” 
 
With respect to the optimization of the hydraulic (extraction and injection) process, the RBOD 
indicates an intention to optimize, without describing the means by which specific system 
attributes will be monitored to inform optimization measures. With respect to the concept of 
optimization, the RBOD states: 
 
“The wellfield and relative pumping rates of the wells will be optimized to limit the lateral and 
vertical migration of contaminants and to maximize containment during remedial action. This 
optimization will be conducted in accordance with the requirements and provisions of the ROD.” 
 
It is noted also that the RBOD contains no description of air monitoring to be conducted during 
remediation system startup or operation.  
 
Treatment System Compound 
The treatment system equipment compound is to be located on the Montrose site as shown in 
Figure 2 attached. 
 
The RBOD references a 2003 treatment plant siting evaluation that documents decision-making 
criteria for plant alternative siting and final location selection. The RBOD does not summarize 
the 2003 evaluation. A drawing of the treatment system compound is presented in the Wellfield 
and Treatment System Performance Plan (AECOM, 2012) and is attached here as Figure 3 for 
convenience. 
 
The major treatment system components are described by AECOM and are reiterated for 
reference here: 
 



• An advanced oxidation system (“HiPOx”);  
• An air stripper system consisting of three air strippers;  
• A liquid-phase granular activated carbon (“LGAC”) adsorber system;  
• A vapor-phase granular activated carbon (“VGAC”) adsorber system; and  
• A post-treatment filtration system.  
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According to the AECOM Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Plan, once the 
functional aspects of the remediation system have been installed and inspected, the performance 
of the system in treating dissolved-phase contamination will be evaluated. The Performance Plan 
does not mention or describe perimeter fugitive vapor monitoring to be conducted during system 
startup.  
 
Construction Management 
A Site Management Plan (SMP) was prepared by AECOM describing construction and 
construction management protocols and procedures to be adhered to during system deployment. 
Elements of the management plan include: 
 



• Section 3: Access  
• Section 4: Site Security  
• Section 5: Ground Disturbance Protocols  
• Section 6: Air Monitoring and Dust Controls  
• Section 7: Noise Control  
• Section 8: Contingency for Hazardous Materials  
• Section 9: Waste Management  
• Section 10: Reporting 



 
7.0 Technical Comments 
This review found the description in the major groundwater documents of the nature and extent 
of groundwater contamination to be adequate for the evaluation of remediation options and the 
selection of the most appropriate remedial alternative for groundwater cleanup. With the 
exception of the comment pertaining to the pCBSA reinjection standard (which applies to both 
the JGWFS, ROD and remediation documents) TASC has no comments with respect to the 
groundwater documentation. 
 
TASC provides the following technical comments for the technical documents associated with 
plans for remedial action for the joint groundwater plume at the Montrose and Del Amo 
Superfund Sites: 
 
1)  While specifically called for in the JGWFS and ROD, the current plans for groundwater 
remediation do not address dissolved TCE contamination. Reports note that TCE will be 
addressed separately. It would help the community if future reports included greater detail as to 
plans and timelines for TCE remediation. 
 
2)  The plan for remedy monitoring is integral to the consideration of remedy design. As 
specified by the ROD, the plan for monitoring should be prepared in the near future. It would be 
helpful to the community if the relationship between monitoring and contingency 
planning/implementation is clearly articulated in the monitoring document when it is issued. 
 
3)  A plan for monitoring of the secondary containment for influent piping should be 
incorporated into the RBOD or document describing methodology for system monitoring. 
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4)  To ensure the safety and confidence of residents of the nearby commercial and residential 
communities, a plan for treatment system perimeter air monitoring should be incorporated into 
the longer term operations and maintenance planning documents planned for publication. 
 
5)  The 25,000 ppb reinjection standard for pCBSA in treated groundwater is said to have been 
established with RWQCB concurrence in the late 1990s. Reference to an RWQCB letter is 
posted to the Del Amo Administrative Record (February 11, 1998), but no information as to the 
content of this letter or the RWQCB position can be determined from this reference. Standards 
for the protection of water resources have changed markedly over the past 15 years. For the sake 
of ensuring compliance with the most appropriate California regulations and protective standards 
TASC recommends that assurance be gained from the RWQCB that the 25,000 ppb reinjection 
standard remains acceptable to that agency. 
 
6)  The configuration of the TI Zone should be reconsidered in light of the planned JGWFS 
remedial action and the contemplated DNAPL remediation. At the time the TI Zone was initially 
created neither remedial action had been described. Further, NAPL remediation technology has 
advanced substantially since the late 1980s, the period for which technical information was 
largely derived for guidance documents relied upon during establishment of the Montrose/Del 
Amo TI Zone. A stated objective of the TI Zone-creation process is the establishment and 
maintenance of as small a TI as possible, and given that the neighboring residential community 
could benefit from a reduction of the zone from its current configuration (to one that is as small 
as practically possible), considering TI Zone reconfiguration options would be beneficial to all 
involved. 
 
7)  EPA should confirm that the NAPL documented by Dames and Moore to be present in 
former monitoring well P-1 (now designated XP-01) was reported to the appropriate California 
regulatory agencies and that action was taken to identify responsible parties (suggested by 
Dames and Moore to be pipeline operators) and direct appropriate investigative and remedial 
activities. 
 
8.0  Documents Reviewed 
AECOM, 2012 Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012. 
 
AECOM, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012. 
 
AECOM, Remedial Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Evaluation Test Plan. 2012. 
 
AECOM, Site Management Plan, TGRS Construction, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012. 
 
CH2MHill, Final Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study for the Montrose and Del Amo Sites. 
1998. 
 
Dames and Moore, Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation Report. 1998. 
 
Dames and Moore, Focused Investigation of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1. 
1992. 
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Geosyntec, Revised Basis of Design Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit,  
Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Site. 2012. 
 
Hargis and Associates, Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of Planned Extraction 
and Injection Wells. 2009. 
 
URS, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose 
Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites. 2012. 
 
U. S. EPA, Record of Decision for Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose Chemical 
and Del Amo Superfund Sites, Volume I: Declaration and Decision  Summary. 1999. 
 
U. S. EPA, Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Groundwater Restoration 
1993. 
 











 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1- Dissolved Benzene Distribution – Water Table Zone (URS, 2012) 
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Figure 2- Groundwater Remedy Infrastructure (Geosyntec, 2012) 

















 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3- Treatment Plant Site Plan (Geosyntec, 2012) 
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From: DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
To: Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: TASC 2013 Groundwater Report
Date: Thursday, January 15, 2015 12:02:57 PM
Attachments: TASC TO1 RD DA-M Groundwater Tech Comments SP - FINAL 11-06-2014.pdf


TASC R9-Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites Groundwater Technical Comments Final 5-3-13 with figures
 (1).pdf


Add to our near term reading list.
 
Alejandro Díaz
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Community Involvement Coordinator
(415) 972-3242
Fax: (415) 947-3528
 
From: Miranda Maupin [mailto:mmaupin@skeo.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 07, 2014 1:18 PM
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Yogi, David; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: Re: Spanish translation of TASC 2013 Groundwater report
 
Hello Cynthia, Here are both the Spanish and English versions with the maps. I am copying
 David and Alejandro to see whether they can also bring copies of the English. Given that it's
 later in the day, they may have to print and ship these early next week.
 
Miranda
 


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
 
On Fri, Nov 7, 2014 at 12:37 PM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
 wrote:


I would like copies made of the English version too.  50 copies will do for now.


Cynthia
 
On Fri, Nov 7, 2014 at 11:55 AM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
 wrote:


Hi
Please send me the English version too!  Mot sure which broken computer it is in.
Thanks
Cynthia
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N.º de contrato: GS-10F-030N 
N.º de TASC WA: EP-G13S-00087 
Directiva técnica N.º: R9#5 Del Amo & Montrose 



 
Abril de 2013 



Revisión de planes de evaluación y remediación de agua subterránea  
Sitios Superfund de Del Amo y de Montrose 



Los Ángeles, California 
 
1.0 Introducción 
El objetivo de este informe es presentar una revisión de los datos históricos de agua subterránea 
y de los planes de trabajos de control, así como también una revisión del cronograma y los planes 
para la construcción de la planta de tratamiento de agua subterránea en relación con la 
contaminación del agua subterránea que se encuentra debajo y alrededor de los Sitios Superfund 
Del Amo y Montrose en Los Ángeles, California.  
 
En las secciones 2.0 a 6.0 de este informe, se presentan la historia del desarrollo y la operación, y 
un resumen de la acción de respuesta medioambiental como contexto para los comentarios 
técnicos. Los comentarios técnicos abordan decisiones relacionadas con el saneamiento y 
medidas actuales que se están llevando adelante con respecto a la remediación del agua 
subterránea. En la Sección 7.0, el informe resume los aspectos de la remediación del agua 
subterránea que posiblemente sean de interés para la comunidad o para los cuales se necesitaría 
información adicional. Estos aspectos se analizan en contexto en las secciones anteriores de este 
informe.  
 
Este informe es proporcionado por el programa Servicios de Asistencia Técnica para 
Comunidades (TASC) de la EPA, que es implementado por consultores técnicos y ambientales 
independientes. Su contenido no refleja necesariamente las políticas, las acciones o las opiniones 
de la EPA. Este informe se proporciona para el Comité de Acción de Del Amo (DAAC, por sus 
siglas en inglés) y otros miembros de la comunidad vecina a los Sitios Del Amo y Montrose. 
 
2.0 Historia del desarrollo y la operación de los Sitios Montrose y Del Amo 
Sitio Montrose 
El sitio Montrose consiste de 13acres y está ubicado en 20201 South Normandie Avenue en la 
zona no incorporada del condado de Los Ángeles, apenas al norte de la línea del condado de Los 
Ángeles cerca de la ciudad de Torrance. El sitio Montrose linda hacia el este con el Sitio 
Superfund Del Amo. Una comunidad residencial ocupa la tierra que se encuentra 
inmediatamente al sureste del sitio Montrose, y está dividida entre el condado y la ciudad. 
 
Montrose comenzó sus operaciones en la propiedad en el año 1947 y, hasta que concluyeron las 
operaciones en el año 1982, produjo grandes cantidades del químico DDT 
(diclorodifeniltricloroetano) para transporte y venta fuera del sitio. Se detectó DDT en el suelo y 
el agua subterránea debajo de la antigua operación industrial casi al mismo tiempo en que se 
discontinuaron las operaciones de la planta. 
 



 1 





http://www.proz.com/kudoz/english_to_spanish/environment_ecology/438484-ddt_dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane.html%231132948








La contaminación debajo del sitio Montrose consta principalmente de contaminantes 
relacionados con la producción de DDT que se detectaron en el suelo, el vapor de suelo y el agua 
subterránea. 
 
Sitio Del Amo 
Antes de los años 1940, la tierra de la propiedad Del Amo y alrededores estaba apenas 
desarrollada y se utilizaba principalmente para la agricultura. Entre 1942 y 1943, se construyó en 
la propiedad un complejo de caucho sintético de 300 acres. La planta, inicialmente operada por 
contratistas del gobierno de los Estados Unidos, fue vendida en 1972 a Shell Oil Company, que 
la operó hasta su desmantelamiento y reconstrucción como parque empresarial a principio de los 
años 1970. 
 
Durante su período de operación, la planta de caucho sintético constaba de tres plantas de 
proceso interrelacionadas: una planta de butadieno, una planta de estireno y una planta de 
copolímeros donde el butadieno y el estireno se combinaban para producir caucho sintético. Las 
materias primas para el proceso de producción de caucho (en especial, benceno y ácidos, y varios 
catalizadores) se entregaban en camión o ferrocarril, se almacenaban principalmente en tanques 
sobre el suelo y se transferían a las áreas de proceso mediante tuberías. Según se informó, los 
desechos del proceso se trataban en la propiedad, y las aguas residuales se dirigían al sistema de 
desagüe municipal y estanques de evaporación o embalses de eliminación (“fosos de desechos”). 
El área de fosos de desecho incluía cuatro estaques de evaporación sin recubrimiento para 
desechos acuosos y seis fosos de desecho sin recubrimiento para desechos de proceso más 
viscosos (Dames and Moore, 1998). Según se informó en documentos técnicos del proyecto, los 
materiales de desecho en estos fosos y estanques se caracterizan por altas concentraciones de 
compuestos orgánicos volátiles aromáticos (COV), principalmente benceno, tolueno y 
etilbenceno, e hidrocarburos aromáticos polinucleares (HAP), principalmente naftaleno.  
 
3.0 Contexto hidrogeológico 
Según se describió en el Estudio de viabilidad de aguas subterráneas conjuntas (JGWFS, por sus 
siglas en inglés) de 1998, los Sitios Del Amo y Montrose están ubicados en la cuenca de agua 
subterránea de la costa oeste, una subcuenca alargada de noroeste a suroeste de la cuenca costera 
de agua subterránea más grande de Los Ángeles. La cuenca de la costa oeste, formada por una 
depresión en la roca “base” ígnea y metamórfica subyacente, está rellena con hasta 13,000 pies 
de sedimentos no consolidados.  
 
El antiguo valle estaba relleno con sedimentos depositados en los entornos del lago y el océano, 
lo que dio como resultado zonas de sedimentos de grano grueso (grava y arena) intercalados con 
unidades de grano más fino (limo y arcilla). El agua subterránea está presente en estas capas, y la 
profundidad de la primer agua subterránea que se midió más recientemente en el acuitardo 
superior de Bellflower (también conocido como unidad de manto acuífero) es de 
aproximadamente 50 pies por debajo de la superficie del suelo. 
 
Las capas, o unidades, que se encuentran en inmediaciones y debajo de los sitios Superfund se 
analizan en los informes técnicos en relación con sus diferentes propiedades (principalmente 
tamaño de granos del sedimento y características de deposición). Las unidades saturadas de agua 
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subterránea que se encuentran debajo de los sitios de referencia (de la más superficial a la más 
profunda) incluyen: 
 



• Acuitardo de Bellflower (dividido en unidades superior, media e inferior) 
• Acuífero Gage 
• Acuitardo Gage-Lynwood 
• Acuífero Lynwood 



 
De acuerdo con la investigación documentada en el JGWFS, el Acuífero Lynwood se encuentra 
a una profundidad de aproximadamente 220 a 250 pies por debajo de la superficie del suelo y se 
extiende hasta una profundidad de 375 pies por debajo de la superficie del suelo.  
 
Se ha detectado contaminación en cada una de las unidades de sedimentos identificadas 
anteriormente. La concentración y el alcance lateral del área afectada varían según la unidad en 
función de la cercanía a la fuente de contaminación y de la porosidad de la unidad. 
 
4.0 Zonas fuente y columnas de contaminantes disueltos 
Con fines de administración del caso, la EPA eligió subdividir los sitios Del Amo y Montrose en 
una cantidad de Unidades Operables (UO). Esta subdivisión es común en sitios complejos donde 
se considera que la separación permitirá una respuesta general más enfocada y de mayor 
protección. Dado que el agua subterránea afectada que fluye debajo de los dos sitios se junta al 
sur de los límites de los sitios Del Amo y Montrose, la EPA determinó que una acción de 
respuesta que trate el agua subterránea en su totalidad, independientemente del contaminante o 
su fuente, sería la estrategia de mitigación más efectiva. En consecuencia, a fines de los años 
1990, se estableció la UO de aguas subterráneas conjuntas. 
 
Zonas fuente 
Las principales zonas fuente en las propiedades Montrose y Del Amo son aquellas áreas de 
proceso donde inicialmente los químicos se arrojaban al suelo y al agua subterránea debajo de las 
propiedades de las respectivas plantas. En estas áreas, por lo general, las concentraciones de 
contaminantes son más altas. En la bibliografía, se hace referencia a fuentes de contaminación 
“secundarias” que son aquellas zonas donde el líquido en fase no acuosa (NAPL, por sus siglas 
en inglés), los químicos de proceso en su forma pura (no disueltos en agua subterránea), se 
encuentra en cantidades abundantes. Estas zonas contienen tanto LNAPL (NAPL que es más 
liviano que el agua y flota) y DNAPL (NAPL que es más denso y se hunde en el agua 
subterránea).  
 
El NAPL en la superficie inferior se califica como fuente de contaminación secundaria debido a 
su contribución a largo plazo a la contaminación del agua subterránea. En la medida en que 
abundantes cantidades de NAPL permanezcan en la superficie inferior, las dimensiones y 
concentraciones de las zonas de contaminación de agua subterránea no disminuirán en ningún 
grado considerable. En consecuencia, el NAPL ha sido el tema de planificación de evaluación y 
mitigación, con esfuerzos por eliminar el NAPL en los sitios Del Amo y Montrose que se prevé 
que comenzarán en los próximos años.  
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La zona fuente de NAPL debajo de las propiedades de Del Amo y Montrose se trata en cada UO 
individualmente en lugar de hacerlo en la UO de agua subterránea conjunta. Con excepción del 
NAPL medido en el pozo de control histórico de Del Amo XP-01 al sur de la línea de la 
propiedad Del Amo (cerca de la intersección de la calle 204 y la Avenida Berendo), la incidencia 
de NAPL parece limitarse a las propiedades de Del Amo y Montrose. De acuerdo con el Informe 
final de investigación de la tecnología de agua subterránea (Dames and Moore, 1998), el NAPL 
medido en el XP-01 (anteriormente llamado P-1) es “un producto complejo del petróleo, 
posiblemente asociado a una o más tuberías de petróleo en las inmediaciones, y sin relación 
alguna con el sitio de la planta de Del Amo.” El informe menciona que la incidencia de NAPL en 
el XP-01 fue investigada y documentada en el informe titulado Investigación enfocada de líquido 
en fase no acuosa: pozo de control P-1 (Dames and Moore, 1992), y en cartas enviadas a la EPA. 
El informe Investigación de la tecnología de 1998 no describe qué medidas tomó la EPA, si es 
que tomó alguna, para informar a las agencias reguladoras de California acerca del 
descubrimiento de contaminación de NAPL aparentemente sin relación con el sitio Del Amo. 
 
Columnas de contaminantes disueltos 
La naturaleza y el alcance de la contaminación de agua subterránea se estudian de manera más 
completa en el JGWFS de 1998. Según se documenta en el JGWFS, el agua subterránea que se 
encuentra debajo y gradiente abajo de los sitios Del Amo y Montrose contiene concentraciones 
de contaminación histórica relacionada con procesos industriales. Los contaminantes que 
emanan de las respectivas propiedades son diferentes; la “columna” de contaminantes de 
Montrose consta principalmente de monoclorobenceno (MCB) y ácido sulfúrico 
paraclorobenceno (pCBSA, por sus siglas en inglés), y la columna de Del Amo está compuesta 
principalmente de benceno y solventes clorados. 
 
Las muestras de agua subterránea han sido recolectadas de forma periódica durante el curso de 
las investigaciones individuales y conjuntas. Las tomas de muestras más recientes en los 
respectivos sitios se realizaron en 2012. Los anteriores muestreos relativamente recientes 
tuvieron lugar en los años 2006 y 2009. La magnitud y el alcance de las diversas columnas de 
contaminantes y sus tendencias en concentración y dimensión a lo largo del tiempo se analizan a 
continuación. 
 
Clorobenceno (MCB) 
De acuerdo con los datos presentados en el informe de control de agua subterránea más reciente, 
las concentraciones de MCB son más elevadas en las unidades superiores del Acuitardo de 
Bellflower y disminuyen con la profundidad. La distribución lateral varía con la profundidad, y 
el MCB migra hacia el sur/sureste en la arena de Bellflower (hasta una distancia de 4,800 pies 
aproximadamente del sitio Montrose). Se muestra que el MCB migró casi hasta el Acuífero Gage 
(4,300 pies desde el sitio Montrose). Se han medido concentraciones relativamente bajas de 
MCB en el Acuífero Lynwood, en un pozo de control ubicado en la propiedad Montrose. Las 
cifras que muestran las mediciones más recientes de concentración y distribución se presentan en 
el Informe de control de agua subterránea de AECOM del año 2012. 
 
pCBSA 
Se detectaron concentraciones de pCBSA en las mismas unidades sedimentológicas donde se 
encontró MCB, aunque en concentraciones más altas y a distancias mayores de la fuente. Se 
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observó que el pCBSA migró aproximadamente 5,400 pies gradiente abajo del sitio Montrose en 
la arena de Bellflower y aproximadamente 8,200 pies en el Acuífero Gage subyacente. 
 
Benceno 
Según se documenta en el informe reciente de control de agua subterránea (URS, 2012), el agua 
subterránea con concentraciones de benceno disuelto se encuentra principalmente en el sitio Del 
Amo o en zonas próximas al límite de la propiedad gradiente abajo en todas las unidades 
sedimentológicas afectadas. Se debe mencionar que las cifras que muestran el alcance de la 
columna de benceno en este informe de control reciente incorporan puntos de datos de muestras 
tomadas hace muchos años. Por lo tanto, se debe tener cuidado al interpretar estos diagramas 
(benceno en agua subterránea, URS, adjunto como Figura 1). 
 
Tricloroetano (TCE) 
Las columnas de TCE se encuentran debajo de ambos sitios, Del Amo y Montrose; sin embargo, 
no parecen estar relacionadas con la misma fuente. La naturaleza y distribución de TCE en el 
agua subterránea en las inmediaciones y debajo del sitio Del Amo se conocen en un grado mucho 
menor que en el caso de los demás contaminantes relacionados al proceso. Según se estableció 
en el informe de control reciente (URS 2012), “se desconoce que el TCE haya sido utilizado en 
el sitio de la planta, y por lo tanto, las zonas fuente relacionadas al sitio de la planta y las 
columnas asociadas no han sido identificadas.” Los documentos técnicos del proyecto muestran 
que la mayor parte del agua subterránea afectada por TCE se restringe a los límites de las 
propiedades de Del Amo y Montrose. 
 
Zona de impracticabilidad técnica 
Una zona de impracticabilidad técnica (zona de IT), también conocida como una “zona de 
contención,” fue establecida en los sitios Montrose y Del Amo en el Registro de Decisión (ROD, 
por sus siglas en inglés) de la EPA del año 1999 para el JGWFS. La zona de IT se estableció 
como una herramienta administrativa para la dirección del NAPL (DNAPL en Montrose y 
LNAPL en Del Amo), ya que se creía que su eliminación total en ese momento era 
“impracticable.” El límite de la zona de IT se marcó a una distancia del NAPL (que existe 
solamente en la superficie inferior de los sitios Montrose y Del Amo) en la comunidad 
residencial circundante. El NAPL en los sitios Montrose y Del Amo no había sido aún estudiado 
de forma exhaustiva en el momento en que se preparó el ROD. 
 
Para establecer la zona de IT en los sitios Montrose y Del Amo, la EPA basó sus consideraciones 
en su documento técnico del año 1993 titulado “Guía para la evaluación de impracticabilidad 
técnica de la restauración de agua subterránea” (US EPA, 1993). La guía del año 1993 se basa en 
estudios e información de años anteriores a 1993. 
 
La EPA describió el razonamiento para la zona de IT en el ROD, donde expone lo siguiente: 
 
“La EPA ha reconocido que gran parte del agua subterránea en el Sitio Conjunto puede 
recuperarse… Para ello, se debe contener una zona de contaminación de fase disuelta en agua 
subterránea alrededor del NAPL, para así aislar el NAPL.” 
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La justificación se describió con mayor detalle en la sección 10.2 del ROD (Resumen de por qué 
las áreas de NAPL no pueden restaurarse a estándares de calidad de agua potable): 
 
“…no resultaría factible quitar suficiente (prácticamente todo) DNAPL para conseguir 
estándares de calidad de agua potable en las inmediaciones del DNAPL.”  
 
En la sección 10.4 del ROD (Extensión y configuración de la zona de IT), la EPA describe las 
propuestas de las partes para ampliar los límites de la zona de IT (zona IT y “exención por IT” se 
usan indistintamente en los documentos técnicos) para abarcar toda la columna contaminante 
disuelta. La EPA rechazó estas propuestas y declaró en el ROD que esto “claramente hubiera 
sido un uso inapropiado de una exención por IT ya que, a pesar de cualquier dificultad o riesgo 
relativo que pudiera existir al intentar recuperar el agua subterránea en las porciones gradiente 
abajo de la columna, es técnicamente factible hacerlo y hacerlo sin comprometer los objetivos 
de la acción de restauración a largo plazo.” 
 
5.0 Estudio de viabilidad y registro de decisión 
Estudio de viabilidad 
Según se describió anteriormente, el JGWFS de 1998 examinó las características físicas y 
espaciales de la columna de contaminantes disueltos. El informe también evaluó una serie de 
opciones de remediación potencialmente viables, que incluían: 
 



1. No acción: alternativa de remediación que raramente puede demostrar que cumple con 
los objetivos de remediación pero que debe estudiarse de acuerdo con los requisitos 
legales. 



2. Controles institucionales: implican acuerdos de restricción que prohíben actividades que 
resultarían en el contacto humano con el agua subterránea contaminada. 



3. Contención 
4. Eliminación (incluye una evaluación de las opciones de tratamiento y desecho para el 



agua subterránea eliminada)  
5. Tratamiento in situ 
 



Las opciones se examinaron con mayor detalle una vez que se reconoció la viabilidad potencial, 
tanto con respecto al proceso de remediación en sí mismo como a la aplicabilidad a las varias 
columnas de contaminantes y sus áreas de combinación. La combinación de proceso que el 
JGWFS encontró como más apropiada (Alternativa 2) implica la extracción, el tratamiento y la 
reinyección de agua subterránea. Cabe mencionar que la extracción de agua subterránea de los 
pozos instalados se considera en el escenario de la Alternativa 2 del JGWFS como necesaria 
solamente en las áreas de contaminación de clorobenceno y TCE. Los objetivos de reducción de 
la concentración/contención para la columna de benceno que se encuentra debajo de la parte 
central y sur central de la propiedad de Del Amo se consideran alcanzables basándose en fuerzas 
naturales (biodegradación) únicamente. 
 
Durante el transcurso de los años desde que la EPA emitió el JGWFS, consultores para Montrose 
y Del Amo llevaron a cabo una variedad de estudios piloto de extracción y tratabilidad diseñados 
para estudiar cuestiones tales como la configuración óptima de pozos de extracción y el diseño 
de sistemas de tratamiento en la superficie. Los resultados de estos estudios se publicaron en una 
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variedad de informes, de los cuales el más reciente fue la Revisión del fundamento del informe 
de diseño (Geosyntec, 2012).  
 
Registro de Decisión (ROD) 
El ROD para la UO de agua subterránea de los dos sitios fue firmado en el año 1999. El ROD 
ratifica la Alternativa 2 como la medida de mitigación adecuada, y describe en detalle tanto los 
objetivos de remediación como los medios para alcanzarlos para las columnas de MCB, benceno 
y TCE. Con respecto a la columna de TCE, el ROD establece lo siguiente: 
 
“La contención de TCE en la zona de contención de NAPL se debe lograr parcialmente 
mediante la extracción hidráulica de agua subterránea de uno o más pozos de extracción...” 
 
El ROD también requiere el control de la restauración a largo plazo y la preparación de un Plan 
de control. Según lo establecido por la EPA, el control es necesario, entre otras cosas, para 
asegurar que los contaminantes dentro de la zona de contención no hayan traspasado la zona; 
permitir la evaluación de la efectividad de la contención parcial de la columna de TCE mediante 
la extracción hidráulica; verificar las zonas de captura de pozos de extracción y los radios de 
influencia de los pozos de extracción e inyección; y medir la confiabilidad continua de la 
biodegradación intrínseca para contener la columna de benceno.  
 
6.0 Diseño e implementación de medidas de remediación 
Tal como se describió anteriormente, la alternativa de remediación elegida para la UO de agua 
subterránea conjunta incluye un componente de extracción de agua subterránea, un componente 
de destrucción/tratamiento del contaminante y un componente de reinyección de fluidos tratados. 
Los componentes de extracción y reinyección se analizan aquí.  
 
Cabe mencionar que los planes de diseño de la tecnología que se describen a continuación solo 
hacen referencia a la columna de MCB. Con respecto al benceno y el TCE, el informe establece 
que: 
 
“La columna de benceno, según se define en el ROD, se trata en gran parte mediante la 
atenuación natural controlada, y los requisitos del ROD para la columna de TCE se tratarán de 
forma separada.” 
 
Tanto el JGWFS como el ROD incluyeron al TCE como un contaminante que debe ser tratado 
por el plan de acción de restauración de largo plazo de agua subterránea conjunta. El fundamento 
para la postergación de la acción con respecto al TCE no se elabora en los documentos de diseño 
que se revisan a continuación. 
 
Componentes de extracción e inyección 
La cantidad, profundidad y ubicación de la red de pozos de extracción que se presentó en el 
Fundamento revisado de diseño (RBOD, por sus siglas en inglés) se basó en información 
recabada durante pruebas de bombeo y modelos computarizados llevados a cabo en el período 
posterior a la finalización del JGWFS. Tal como se muestra en la Figura 2 adjunta (Figura 2 del 
RBOD), la red de pozos de extracción consiste de 14 pozos completos a diversas profundidades 
gradiente abajo y cerca de las instalaciones de Montrose sobre la dirección de la columna de 
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MCB disuelto. Los pozos están ubicados principalmente en los derechos de paso públicos o en 
propiedad privada (la Tabla 4-3 en el RBOD enumera la ubicación e información de la propiedad 
para cada ubicación de los pozos de extracción/inyección). Los documentos de proyecto, 
incluido el documento Sistema de remediación para agua subterránea, fundamento de diseño 
para los pozos de extracción e inyección planificados de Hargis Torrance (2009), indican que la 
mayoría de los pozos de inyección tienen un diámetro de seis a ocho pulgadas y la mayoría de 
los pozos de extracción tienen un diámetro de 10 a 12 pulgadas. 
 
Se planea que los pozos estén terminados en bóvedas de hormigón prefabricado con cubiertas 
herméticas resistentes al tránsito. Los dibujos de diseño para las bóvedas no se proporcionaron 
en el RBOD (serán proporcionados con posterioridad). Al igual que ocurrió con las bóvedas y 
otros componentes del sistema, no se proporcionaron dibujos de diseño para la tubería de 
transferencia planeada para conectar los pozos de extracción al componente de tratamiento. Este 
trayecto de tuberías afluentes de aproximadamente 13,000 pies lineales será construido con tubos 
de pared doble de polietileno de alta densidad (HDPE, por sus siglas en inglés). El RBOD indica 
que la mayor parte de esta tubería se encontrará bajo tierra (principalmente derechos de paso 
debajo del nivel de la calle). La línea se enterrará en zanjas o túneles debajo de las calzadas o de 
las zonas de servicios superficiales donde la excavación de zanjas sea poco factible. 
 
El RBOD no menciona ni describe planes para controlar la integridad de las tuberías afluentes 
(como pueden ser sensores dentro de las tuberías o estaciones de control visual para la detección 
de fugas) y no está claro si existen planes semejantes. Asimismo, el RBOD no describe las 
medidas de diseño incorporadas para permitir la conexión de pozos de extracción y tuberías 
adicionales en caso de que el control requerido por el ROD indique que es necesario realizar 
cambios. Las tuberías efluentes (agua tratada) que conectan el sistema de tratamiento a los pozos 
de inyección deben construirse con tubos de pared simple de HDPE. Al igual que en el caso del 
corredor de tuberías afluentes, la mayor parte de la tubería efluente será construida debajo de los 
derechos de paso públicos. 
 
Se menciona que, con excepción del pCBSA, los contaminantes en el agua subterránea deberán 
eliminarse de forma sustancial mediante equipos de tratamiento con anterioridad a la 
reintroducción de efluentes a la superficie inferior por inyección. El objetivo de concentración 
del efluente para pCBSA es de 25,000 microgramos/litro (partes por billón, o ppb). Se informa 
que este objetivo se estableció en colaboración con la Junta Regional de Control de Calidad del 
Agua (RWQCB, por sus siglas en inglés) de California, aunque no se haga referencia a ningún 
registro escrito de esta concurrencia en los documentos del proyecto (aparentemente el registro 
es de una comunicación verbal a fines de los años 1990).  
 
Componente de control 
El ROD establece la importancia del control y la optimización de la restauración a largo plazo. 
Con respecto al control, el RBOD hace referencia solamente al control que se realiza en relación 
con la evaluación de posibles impactos en el medioambiente y la salud pública. El RBOD no 
contiene ningún detalle con respecto a cómo debe realizarse este control, y ofrece una 
declaración más general de la siguiente manera: 
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“En general, los posibles impactos se tratarán en informes de diseño futuros, documentos de 
construcción posteriores, o en el Manual de mantenimiento y operaciones preliminar que se 
desarrollará para la operación y el mantenimiento del sistema de remediación.” 
 
Con respecto a la optimización del proceso hidráulico (extracción e inyección), el RBOD 
menciona la intención de optimizar, sin describir los medios a través de los cuales las 
características específicas del sistema serán controladas para informar las medidas de 
optimización. Con respecto al concepto de optimización, el RBOD establece lo siguiente: 
 
“El grupo de pozos y los índices relativos de bombeo de los pozos serán optimizados para 
limitar la migración lateral y vertical de los contaminantes y para maximizar la contención 
durante la acción de restauración a largo plazo. Esta optimización será llevada a cabo de 
acuerdo con los requisitos y disposiciones del ROD.” 
 
También se observa que el RBOD no incluye ninguna descripción del control del aire que debe 
realizarse durante la puesta en marcha y la operación del sistema de remediación.  
 
Compuesto del sistema de tratamiento 
El compuesto del equipo del sistema de tratamiento debe ubicarse en el sitio Montrose tal como 
se muestra en la Figura 2 adjunta. 
 
El RBOD hace referencia a una evaluación de la instalación de la planta de tratamiento del año 
2003 que documenta los criterios de la toma de decisiones para el sitio alternativo de la planta y 
la elección de la ubicación final. El RBOD no resume la evaluación del 2003. Se presenta un 
dibujo del compuesto del sistema de tratamiento en el Plan de rendimiento del sistema de 
tratamiento y grupo de pozos (AECOM, 2012) y se adjunta aquí como Figura 3 a modo de 
referencia. 
 
AECOM describe los principales componentes del sistema de tratamiento, que se repiten aquí a 
modo de referencia: 
 



• Un sistema de oxidación avanzado (“HiPOx”)  
• Un sistema de separación por aire que consiste de tres unidades de separadores por aire  
• Un sistema de adsorción de carbono granular activado en fase líquida (LGAC, por sus 



siglas en inglés) 
• Un sistema de adsorción de carbono granular activado en fase de vapor (VGAC, por sus 



siglas en inglés)  
• Un sistema de filtración después de tratamiento  



 
De acuerdo con el Plan de rendimiento del sistema de tratamiento y grupo de pozos de AECOM, 
una vez que se hayan instalado e inspeccionado los aspectos funcionales del sistema de 
remediación, se evaluará el rendimiento del sistema para tratar la contaminación en fase disuelta. 
El Plan de rendimiento no menciona ni describe el control del perímetro del vapor fugitivo que 
se llevará a cabo durante la puesta en marcha del sistema.  
 
Gestión de la construcción 
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AECOM preparó un Plan de gestión del sitio (PGS) que describe la construcción y los 
procedimientos y protocolos de gestión de la construcción que deben seguirse durante el 
despliegue del sistema. Los elementos del plan de gestión incluyen: 
 



• Sección 3: Acceso  
• Sección 4: Seguridad del sitio  
• Sección 5: Protocolos de alteración de la tierra  
• Sección 6: Control del aire y controles de polvo  
• Sección 7: Control del ruido  
• Sección 8: Imprevistos relacionados con materiales peligrosos  
• Sección 9: Gestión del agua  
• Sección 10: Realización de informes 



 
7.0 Comentarios técnicos 
Esta revisión determinó que la descripción de los principales documentos de agua subterránea 
acerca de la naturaleza y el alcance de la contaminación del agua subterránea es adecuada para la 
evaluación de las opciones de remediación y la elección de la alternativa de remediación más 
apropiada para la limpieza del agua subterránea. Salvo el comentario relacionado con el estándar 
de reinyección de pCBSA, que se aplica al JGWFS, el ROD y los documentos de remediación, el 
programa TASC no tiene comentarios para hacer con respecto a la documentación del agua 
subterránea. 
 
El programa TASC proporciona los siguientes comentarios técnicos para los documentos 
técnicos relacionados con planes para la acción de restauración a largo plazo para la columna de 
agua subterránea conjunta en los sitios Superfund Montrose y Del Amo: 
 
1) En el JGWFS y el ROD se trata de forma específica la contaminación de TCE disuelto; sin 
embargo, los planes actuales para la remediación del agua subterránea no la mencionan. Los 
informes mencionan que el TCE será tratado de forma separada. Sería beneficioso para la 
comunidad si los informes futuros incluyesen más detalles en cuanto a los planes y plazos para la 
remediación de TCE. 
 
2) El plan para el control de la restauración a largo plazo es esencial a la consideración del 
diseño de la tecnología. Según lo especificado en el ROD, el plan de control debe prepararse en 
un futuro próximo. Sería beneficioso para la comunidad si la relación entre el control y el 
planeamiento o implementación de contingencias estuviese claramente articulada en el 
documento de control cuando este sea emitido. 
 
3) Debería incorporarse un plan de control de la contención secundaria para tuberías afluentes en 
el RBOD o el documento que describa la metodología para el control del sistema. 
 
4) Para garantizar la seguridad y confianza de los residentes de las comunidades comerciales y 
residenciales cercanas, se debería incorporar un plan para el control del aire del perímetro del 
sistema de tratamiento en los documentos de operaciones y planificación de mantenimiento a 
largo plazo que se planean publicar. 
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5) Se considera que el estándar de reinyección de 25,000 ppb para pCBSA en el agua subterránea 
tratada fue establecido con el acuerdo del RWQCB de California a fines de los años 1990. Se 
hace referencia a una carta del RWQCB de California enviada al Registro administrativo de Del 
Amo (11 de febrero de 1998), pero de esta referencia no se puede determinar información en 
cuanto al contenido de esta carta ni la posición del RWQCB de California. Los estándares para la 
protección de recursos de agua han cambiado notablemente en los últimos 15 años. Con el fin de 
asegurar el cumplimiento con la reglamentación y los estándares de protección de California más 
adecuados, el programa TASC recomienda que se obtenga garantía del RWQCB de California de 
que el estándar de reinyección de 25,000 ppb sigue siendo aceptable para esa agencia.  
 
6) La configuración de la zona de IT debería reconsiderarse en vistas de la acción de restauración 
a largo plazo planeada del JGWFS y la remediación de DNAPL contemplada. Cuando la zona de 
IT se creó inicialmente, no se había descrito ninguna de las acciones de restauración a largo 
plazo. Además, la tecnología de remediación de NAPL ha avanzado de manera considerable 
desde fines de los años 1980, período en el que la información técnica derivó en gran parte de los 
documentos de orientación que sirvieron de base durante el establecimiento de la zona de IT de 
Montrose/Del Amo. Un objetivo declarado del proceso de creación de la zona de IT es el 
establecimiento y mantenimiento de una zona lo más reducida posible, y dado que la comunidad 
residencial vecina podría beneficiarse al reducirse la configuración actual de dicha zona (a una 
que sea lo más pequeña posible), sería beneficioso para todas las partes involucradas considerar 
opciones de reconfiguración de la zona de IT. 
 
7) La EPA debería confirmar que la presencia de NAPL en el antiguo pozo de control P-1 (ahora 
llamado XP-01) documentada por Dames and Moore se informó a las agencias reguladoras 
pertinentes de California y que se tomaron medidas para identificar a las partes responsables 
(según Dames and Moore, serían los operadores de las tuberías), y que se dirigieron actividades 
investigativas y de remediación adecuadas. 
 
8.0 Documentos revisados 
AECOM, 2012 Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012 (AECOM, 
2012 Informe de control de agua subterránea, Sitio Superfund Montrose. 2012). 
 
AECOM, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012 (AECOM, Informe 
de control de agua subterránea, Sitio Superfund Montrose. 2012). 
 
AECOM, Remedial Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Evaluation Test Plan. 2012 
(AECOM, Plan de prueba de evaluación del rendimiento del sistema de tratamiento y grupo de 
pozos de remediación. 2012). 
 
AECOM, Site Management Plan, TGRS Construction, Montrose Superfund Site. 20 (AECOM, 
Plan de gestión del sitio, Construcción de TGRS, Sitio Superfund Montrose. 2012). 
 
CH2MHill, Final Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study for the Montrose and Del Amo Sites. 1998 
(CH2MHill, Estudio final de viabilidad de agua subterránea conjunta para los sitios Montrose y 
Del Amo. 1998). 
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Dames and Moore, Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation Report. 1998 (Dames y Moore, 
Informe final de investigación de la tecnología de agua subterránea. 1998). 
 
Dames and Moore, Focused Investigation of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1. 
1992 (Dames y Moore, Investigación enfocada de líquido en fase no acuosa: pozo de control P-1. 
1992). 
 
Geosyntec, Revised Basis of Design Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit,  
Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Site. 2012 (Geosyntec, Fundamento revisado del 
informe de diseño, Unidad operable de agua subterránea de los dos sitios Superfund Del Amo y 
Montrose Chemical. 2012). 
 
Hargis and Associates, Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of Planned Extraction 
and Injection Wells. 2009 (Hargis and Associates, Sistema de remediación de agua subterránea 
de Torrance, Fundamento de los pozos de extracción e inyección planeados. 2009). 
 
URS, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose 
Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites. 2012 (URS, Informe de control de agua subterránea, 
Unidad operable de agua subterránea de los dos sitios Superfund Del Amo y Montrose Chemical. 
2012). 
 
U. S. EPA, Record of Decision for Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose Chemical 
and Del Amo Superfund Sites, Volume I: Declaration and Decision Summary. 1999 (US EPA, 
Registro de decisión para la Unidad operable de agua subterránea de dos sitios, Sitios Superfund 
Del Amo y Montrose Chemical, Volumen I: Resumen de declaración y decisión. 1999). 
 
U. S. EPA, Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Groundwater Restoration 
1993 (US EPA, Guía para la evaluación de impracticabilidad técnica de la restauración de agua 
subterránea, 1993). 
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Figura 1: Distribución de benceno disuelto; zona de manto acuífero (URS, 2012) 



 











 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figura 2: Infraestructura de restauración a largo plazo de agua subterránea (Geosyntec, 
2012) 



 











 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figura 3: Plan del sitio de la planta de tratamiento (Geosyntec, 2012) 
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ESCALA EN PIES



LEYENDA



PUNTOS DE CONTROL DE SONDEO EXISTENTES



HV-32 1768032.180 6470070.390 56.85



HV-31 1767805.510 6469204.260 57.54



HV-33 1766030.050 6469316.510 42.31



HV-26 1766962.120 6471324.250 43.81



HV-23 1767897.950 6472617.380 36.32



HV-22 1765836.520 6472448.670 33.70



1 de junio de 2012



Figura N.°
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LÍNEA DE  PROPUESTA LÍNEA 
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PLAN DEL SITIO
PROYECTO:



SITIO: :



PLANTA DE TRATAMIENTO 
MONTROSE CHEMICAL CORPORATION DE CALIFORNIA



PLANTA DE TRATAMIENTO 
MONTROSE CHEMICAL CORPORATION DE CALIFORNIA



ESTE DIBUJO NO PODRÁ EMITIRSE PARA 
LICITACIÓN O CONSTRUCCIÓN DEL PROYECTO, 



SALVO QUE SE ENCUENTRE SELLADO.



FECHA



FIRMA



DISEÑO A CARGO DE: 



DIBUJOS A CARGO DE:
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HM0450



SB0450-C101.dwg



FECHA:



PROYECTO N.°



ARCHIVO:



HOJA N.° 
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FECHA DESCRIPCIÓNREV



PRESENTACIÓN FINAL DEL CONJUNTO COMPLETO
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PUNTO ID REFERENCIA HACIA 
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REFERENCIA HACIA 
EL ESTE
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ENTRADA DE ALCANTARILLA EXISTENTE
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DE 66" EXISTENTE (REGISTRO DEL 



CONDADO DE LOS ÁNGELES D-22479)



ALINEACIÓN DE EXTRACCIÓN
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POZO DE ARENA DE BELLFLOWER 
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DE ALCANTARILLA DE 
8' POR CONDADO DISTRITO
DE SANEAMIENTO N.° 2 
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April 2013 



Review of Groundwater Assessment and Remediation Plans 
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites 



Los Angeles, CA 
 
1.0 Introduction 
The purpose of this report is to present a review of historical groundwater data and monitoring 
work plans as well as a review of the schedule and plans for groundwater treatment plant 
construction in association with groundwater contamination beneath and around the Del Amo 
and Montrose Superfund Sites in Los Angeles, California.  
 
The history of development and operation and a summary of environmental response action are 
presented in Sections 2.0 – 6.0 of this report as context for the technical comments. The technical 
comments address cleanup-related decisions and current actions being taken with respect to 
groundwater remediation. In Section 7.0 the report summarizes aspects of the groundwater 
remediation that are potentially of community concern or for which additional information 
appears to be needed. These aspects are discussed in context in the preceding sections of this 
report.  
 
This report is provided by EPA’s Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC) 
program, which is implemented by independent technical and environmental consultants. Its 
contents do not necessarily reflect the policies, actions or positions of EPA. This report is being 
provided to the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) and other members of the community 
neighboring the Montrose and Del Amo sites. 
 
2.0 History of Development and Operation of the Montrose and Del Amo Sites 
Montrose Site 
The 13-acre Montrose site is located at 20201 South Normandie Avenue in unincorporated Los 
Angeles County, just north of the Los Angeles County line near the town of Torrance. The 
Montrose site is neighbored to the east by the Del Amo Superfund Site. A residential community 
occupies the land immediately southeast of the Montrose site and is divided between County and 
City. 
 
Montrose began operations at the property in 1947 and until its termination in 1982 produced 
large quantities of the chemical DDT (dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane) for off-site 
transportation and sale. DDT was detected in soil and groundwater beneath the former industrial 
operation at about the time plant operations were discontinued. 
 
Contamination beneath the Montrose site consists primarily of DDT production-related 
contaminants detected in soil, soil vapor and groundwater. 
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Del Amo Site 
Prior to the 1940s, the Del Amo property and surrounding land was lightly developed and 
primarily agricultural. Between 1942 and 1943 a 300-acre synthetic rubber complex was 
constructed on the property. Operated initially by contractors to the United States government, 
the plant was sold in 1972 to Shell Oil Company, who operated it until its decommissioning and 
redevelopment as a business park in the early 1970s. 
 
During its period of operation, the synthetic rubber plant consisted of three interrelated process 
plants: a butadiene plant, a styrene plant and a copolymer plant where butadiene and styrene 
were combined to produce synthetic rubber. Raw materials for the rubber production process 
(mainly benzene and acids and various catalysts) were delivered by truck and rail, stored 
primarily in aboveground tanks, and transferred to process areas by pipeline. Process wastes 
were reportedly treated on the property, with effluent directed to the municipal sewer system and 
evaporation ponds/disposal impoundments (“waste pits”). The Waste Pit Area included four 
unlined evaporation ponds for aqueous waste and six unlined waste pits for more viscous process 
waste (Dames and Moore, 1998). As reported in project technical documents, waste materials in 
these pits and ponds are characterized by high concentrations of aromatic volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), principally benzene, toluene and ethylbenzene, and polynuclear aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), principally naphthalene.  
 
3.0 Hydrogeologic Setting 
As described in the 1998 Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study (JGWFS), the Del Amo and 
Montrose sites are located in the West Coast Groundwater Basin, a northwest-southwest elongate 
sub-basin of the larger Los Angeles Coastal Groundwater Basin. The West Coast Basin, formed 
by a depression in underlying igneous and metamorphic “basement” rock, is filled with up to 
13,000 feet of unconsolidated sediments.  
 
The ancient valley was filled with sediments deposited in lake and ocean settings, which resulted 
in zones of coarse-grained sediments (gravel and sand) interbedded with more fine-grained (silt 
and clay) units. Groundwater is present in these layers, with the depth to first groundwater most 
recently measured in the Upper Bellflower Aquitard (referred to also as the Water Table Unit) at 
approximately 50 feet below ground surface (bgs). 
 
The layers, or units, beneath and in the vicinity of the Superfund sites are discussed in the 
technical reports in relation to their different properties (primarily sediment grain size and 
depositional characteristics). Groundwater-saturated units beneath the subject sites (from 
shallowest to deepest) include: 
 



• Bellflower Aquitard (divided into Upper, Middle and Lower units) 
• Gage Aquifer 
• Gage-Lynwood Aquitard 
• Lynwood Aquifer 



 
According to research documented in the JGWFS, the Lynwood Aquifer is encountered at depth 
of approximately 220 to 250 feet bgs and extends to a depth of approximately 375 feet bgs. 
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Contamination has been detected in each of the sedimentary units identified above. The 
concentration and lateral extent of the affected area varies by unit as a function of nearness to the 
source of contamination and how porous the unit is. 
 
4.0 Source Areas and Dissolved Contaminant Plumes 
For purposes of case administration, EPA elected to sub-divide the Montrose and Del Amo sites 
into a number of Operable Units (OU). Such a sub-division is customary at complex sites where 
it is believed separation will enable a more focused and protective overall response. Due to the 
fact that the affected groundwater flowing beneath the two sites comes together south of the 
Montrose and Del Amo site boundaries, EPA determined that a response action that addressed 
groundwater in its totality, irrespective the contaminant or its source, would be the most effective 
mitigation strategy. Accordingly, the Joint Groundwater OU was established in the late 1990s. 
 
Source Areas 
The primary source areas at the Montrose and Del Amo properties are those process areas where 
chemicals were initially released to the soil and groundwater beneath the respective plant 
properties. Concentrations of contaminants are typically highest in these areas. The attribute 
referred to in the literature as “secondary” sources of contamination includes those areas where 
NAPL (non-aqueous phase liquid), process chemicals in their pure form (not dissolved in 
groundwater) are abundantly present. These areas contain both LNAPL (NAPL that is lighter 
than water and floats) and DNAPL (NAPL that is denser and sinks through groundwater).  
 
NAPL in the subsurface is termed a secondary source of contamination due to its long-term 
contribution of contamination to groundwater. As long as abundant NAPL remains in the 
subsurface, the dimensions and concentrations of areas of groundwater contamination will not 
diminish to any substantial degree. Accordingly, the NAPL has been the subject of evaluation 
and mitigation planning, with NAPL removal efforts at the Del Amo and Montrose sites 
anticipated to begin in the coming years.  
 
Source area NAPL beneath the Montrose and Del Amo properties is addressed in each individual 
OU rather than in the Joint Groundwater Operable Unit. With the exception of NAPL measured 
in historic Del Amo monitoring well XP-01 south of the Del Amo property line (near the 
intersection of 204th Street and Berendo Avenue), NAPL occurrence appears restricted to the 
Montrose and Del Amo properties. According to the Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation 
Report (Dames and Moore, 1998), the NAPL measured in XP-01 (formerly designated P-1) is “a 
complex petroleum product likely associated with one or more petroleum pipelines in the 
vicinity, and unrelated to the Del Amo plant site.”  The report notes that the occurrence of NAPL 
in XP-01 was investigated and documented in the report entitled Focused Investigation of Non-
Aqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1 (Dames and Moore, 1992) and in letters to EPA. 
The 1998 Remedial Investigation report does not describe what actions were taken by EPA, if 
any, to notify California regulatory agencies of the discovery of NAPL contamination apparently 
unrelated to the Del Amo site. 
 
Dissolved Contaminant Plumes 
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The nature and extent of groundwater contamination is studied most comprehensively in the 
1998 JGWFS. As documented in the JGWFS, groundwater beneath and downgradient from the 
Montrose and Del Amo sites contains concentrations of historic industrial process-related 
contamination. The contaminants emanating from the respective properties are different, with the 
Montrose contaminant “plume” consisting primarily of monochlorobenzene (MCB) and para-
chlorobenzenesulfonic acid (pCBSA), and the Del Amo plume comprised mainly of benzene and 
chlorinated solvents. 
 
Groundwater samples have been collected periodically over the course of the individual and joint 
investigations. The most recent sampling events at the respective sites were conducted in 2012. 
Prior relatively recent sampling events occurred in 2006 and 2009. The magnitude and extent of 
the various contaminant plumes and their trends in concentration and dimension over time is 
discussed below. 
 
Chlorobenzene (MCB) 
According to data presented in the most recent groundwater monitoring report, concentrations of 
MCB are highest in the upper units of the Bellflower aquitard and diminish with depth. The 
lateral distribution varies with depth, with MCB migrating furthest south/southeast in the 
Bellflower sand (to a distance approximately 4,800 feet from the Montrose site). MCB is shown 
to have migrated nearly as far in the Gage Aquifer (4,300 feet from the Montrose site). 
Relatively low concentrations of MCB have been measured in the Lynwood Aquifer in a 
monitoring well located on the Montrose property. Figures showing the most recent 
measurements of concentration and distribution are presented in the AECOM 2012 Groundwater 
Monitoring Report. 
 
pCBSA 
Concentrations of pCBSA have been detected in the same sedimentologic units as MCB, though 
at higher concentrations and at greater distances from the source. pCBSA has been shown to 
have migrated approximately 5,400 feet downgradient of the Montrose site in the Bellflower 
sand and approximately 8,200 feet in the underlying Gage Aquifer. 
 
Benzene 
As documented in the recent groundwater monitoring report (URS, 2012), groundwater with 
concentrations of dissolved benzene occurs primarily on the Del Amo site or in areas proximal to 
the downgradient property boundary in all affected sedimentologic units. It should be noted that 
the figures depicting the extent of the benzene plume in this recent monitoring report incorporate 
data points from samples collected many years ago. Therefore, care should be taken in 
interpreting these diagrams (URS benzene in groundwater attached as Figure 1). 
 
Trichloroethene (TCE) 
TCE plumes exist beneath both the Montrose and Del Amo sites, though the plumes do not 
appear to be related to a common source. The nature and distribution of TCE in groundwater 
beneath and in the vicinity of the Del Amo site is less well understood than other process-related 
contaminants. As stated in the recent monitoring report (URS 2012), “TCE is not known to have 
been used at the plant site, and thus plant site related source areas and associated plumes have 
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not been identified.”  Project technical documents show that the majority of TCE-affected 
groundwater is confined to the Montrose and Del Amo property boundaries. 
 
Technical Impracticability Zone 
A Technical Impracticability Zone (TI Zone), sometimes also described as a “containment zone,” 
was established at the Montrose and Del Amo sites in the 1999 EPA Record of Decision (ROD) 
for the JGWFS. The TI Zone was established as an administrative tool for the management of 
NAPL (DNAPL at Montrose and LNAPL at Del Amo), as its complete removal at the time 
seemed “impracticable.” The boundary for the TI Zone was drawn a distance from the NAPL 
(which occurs only in the subsurface at the Montrose and Del Amo sites) into the surrounding 
residential community. The NAPL at the Montrose and Del Amo sites had not yet been 
comprehensively studied at the time the ROD was prepared. 
 
In establishing the TI Zone at the Montrose and Del Amo sites, EPA relied upon its 1993 
technical document entitled “Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of 
Groundwater Restoration” (U.S. EPA, 1993). The 1993 guidance relies on studies and data 
produced in the years prior to 1993. 
 
EPA described the rationale for the TI Zone in the ROD, stating: 
 
“EPA has recognized that much of the groundwater at the Joint Site can be restored... In order 
to do so, a zone of dissolved phase contamination in groundwater surrounding the NAPL must be 
contained, thereby isolating the NAPL.” 
 
The rationale was further described in ROD Section 10.2 (Summary of Why NAPL Areas 
Cannot Be Restored to Drinking Water Standards): 
 
“… it will not be practicable to remove enough (virtually all) DNAPL so as to attain drinking 
water standards in the immediate vicinity of the DNAPL.”   
 
It is noted that in ROD Section 10.4 (Extent and Configuration of the TI Waiver Zone) EPA 
describes proposals by parties to extend the boundaries of the TI Zone (TI Zone and “TI Waiver” 
are used interchangeably in the technical documents) to encompass the entire dissolved 
contaminant plume. EPA rejected these proposals, stating in the ROD that this “clearly would 
have been an inappropriate use of a TI waiver because, regardless of any relative difficulties or 
risks which might exist in attempting to restore groundwater in the downgradient portions of the 
plume, it is technically practicable to do so and to do so without compromising the objectives of 
the remedial action.” 
 
5.0 Feasibility Study and Record of Decision 
Feasibility Study 
As described previously, the 1998 JGWFS examined the physical and spatial characteristics of 
the dissolved contaminant plume. The report also evaluated a series of potentially viable 
remedial options, including: 
 



1. No Action – this is a remedial alternative that rarely can be demonstrated to accomplish 
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remedial objectives but which must be studied in accordance with statutory requirements. 
2. Institutional Controls – these involve restrictive covenants that prohibit activities that 



would result in human contact with contaminated groundwater. 
3. Containment 
4. Removal (includes an evaluation of treatment and disposal options for removed 



groundwater) 
5. In-situ Treatment 
 



Options were examined in greater detail upon acknowledgement of potential feasibility, both 
with respect to the remedial process itself and applicability to the various contaminant plumes 
and their area of commingling. The process combination found by the JGWFS to be most 
appropriate (Alternative 2) involves groundwater extraction, treatment and reinjection. It should 
be noted that groundwater extraction from installed wells is seen in the JGWFS Alternative 2 
scenario to be necessary only in the areas of chlorobenzene and TCE contamination. The 
containment/strength reduction goals for the benzene plume beneath the central and south central 
portion of the Del Amo property are seen as attainable by relying on natural forces 
(biodegradation) alone. 
 
Over the course of the years since EPA issued the JGWFS, consultants for Montrose and Del 
Amo conducted a variety of pilot extraction and treatability studies designed to study issues such 
as optimum extraction well configuration and above-ground treatment system design. The results 
of these studies were published in a variety of reports, the most recent being the Revised Basis of 
Design Report (Geosyntec, 2012).  
 
Record of Decision 
The Record of Decision (ROD) for the dual-site groundwater OU was signed in 1999. The ROD 
affirms Alternative 2 as the appropriate mitigation measure, and describes in detail both remedial 
objectives and the means for their attainment for the MCB, benzene and TCE plumes. With 
respect to the TCE plume, the ROD states: 
 
“Containment of the TCE in the NAPL containment zone shall be partially accomplished by 
hydraulic extraction of groundwater from one or more extraction wells…” 
 
The ROD also requires remedy monitoring and the preparation of a Monitoring Plan. As stated 
by EPA, the monitoring is required to (among other things) ensure that contaminants within the 
containment zone have not left the zone, allow the evaluation of the effectiveness of the partial 
containment of the TCE plume by hydraulic extraction, verify the zones of capture of extraction 
wells and the radii of influence of extraction and injection wells, and measure the continued 
reliability of intrinsic biodegradation to contain the benzene plume.  
 
6.0 Remedial Measures Design and Implementation 
As described above, the selected remedial alternative for the joint groundwater OU is comprised 
of a groundwater extraction component, a contaminant treatment/destruction component and a 
treated fluids reinjection component. The extraction and reinjection components are discussed 
here.  
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It should be noted that the remedial design plans described below only speak to the mitigation of 
the MCB plume. With regard to benzene and TCE, the report states that: 
 
“The benzene plume, as defined in the ROD, is being addressed largely by monitored natural 
attenuation, and the ROD requirements for the TCE plume will be addressed separately.” 
 
The JGWFS and the ROD both included TCE as a contaminant to be addressed by the joint-
groundwater remedial action plan. The basis for deferring action with respect to TCE is not 
elaborated upon in the design documents reviewed below. 
 
Extraction and Injection Components 
The number, depth and location of the extraction well network presented in the Revised Basis of 
Design (RBOD) was based on data collected during pumping tests and computer modeling 
conducted in the period following completion of the JGWFS. As shown in Figure 2 attached 
(Figure 2 from the RBOD), the extraction well network consists of 14 wells completed at various 
depths near and downgradient from the Montrose facility along the trend of the dissolved MCB 
plume. Wells are located mainly in public rights of way or on private property (Table 4-3 in the 
RBOD lists location and ownership information for each extraction/injection well location). 
Project documents, including the Hargis Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of 
Design for Planned Extraction and Injection Wells (2009), indicate that most injection wells are 
six to eight inches in diameter and most extraction wells 10 to 12 inches in diameter. 
 
Wells are planned to be completed in pre-cast concrete vaults with traffic-rated watertight 
covers. The design drawings for the vaults were not provided in the RBOD (they are to be 
furnished at a later date). As with the vaults and other system components, no design drawings 
are provided for the transfer piping planned to connect the extraction wells to the treatment 
compound. This approximately 13,000 linear foot influent piping run is to be constructed of 
double-walled High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) conduit. The ROPB indicates that most of 
this piping will be underground (mostly beneath surface street rights of way). The line will be 
emplaced in trenches or jacked (tunneled) beneath roadways or areas of shallow utilities where 
trenching is impractical. 
 
The RBOD does not mention or describe plans for monitoring influent piping integrity (such as 
with in-pipe sensors or visual monitoring stations for leak detection) and it is unclear if such 
plans exist. Similarly, the RBOD does not describe design measures incorporated to allow the 
connection of additional extraction wells and piping should the monitoring required by the ROD 
indicate that changes are needed. Effluent (treated water) piping connecting the treatment system 
to injection wells is to be constructed of single-wall HDPE. As with the influent piping corridor, 
most effluent piping is to be constructed beneath public rights of way. 
 
It is noted that with the exception of pCBSA, contaminants in groundwater are to be substantially 
removed by treatment equipment prior to effluent reintroduction to the subsurface via injection. 
The effluent concentration goal for pCBSA is 25,000 micrograms/liter (parts per billion). This 
goal is reported to have been established in cooperation with the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), though no written record of this concurrence is referenced in 
project documents (the record apparently is of an oral communication in the late 1990s).  
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Monitoring Component 
The ROD establishes the importance of remedy monitoring and optimization. With respect to 
monitoring, the RBOD speaks only to monitoring to be conducted in association with the 
evaluation of potential environmental and public health impacts. The RBOD does not contain 
any details with respect to how this monitoring is to be conducted, offering a more general 
statement as follows: 
 
“In general, potential impacts will be addressed in future design reports, subsequent 
construction documents, or the Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Manual to be 
developed for operation and maintenance of the remedial system.” 
 
With respect to the optimization of the hydraulic (extraction and injection) process, the RBOD 
indicates an intention to optimize, without describing the means by which specific system 
attributes will be monitored to inform optimization measures. With respect to the concept of 
optimization, the RBOD states: 
 
“The wellfield and relative pumping rates of the wells will be optimized to limit the lateral and 
vertical migration of contaminants and to maximize containment during remedial action. This 
optimization will be conducted in accordance with the requirements and provisions of the ROD.” 
 
It is noted also that the RBOD contains no description of air monitoring to be conducted during 
remediation system startup or operation.  
 
Treatment System Compound 
The treatment system equipment compound is to be located on the Montrose site as shown in 
Figure 2 attached. 
 
The RBOD references a 2003 treatment plant siting evaluation that documents decision-making 
criteria for plant alternative siting and final location selection. The RBOD does not summarize 
the 2003 evaluation. A drawing of the treatment system compound is presented in the Wellfield 
and Treatment System Performance Plan (AECOM, 2012) and is attached here as Figure 3 for 
convenience. 
 
The major treatment system components are described by AECOM and are reiterated for 
reference here: 
 



• An advanced oxidation system (“HiPOx”);  
• An air stripper system consisting of three air strippers;  
• A liquid-phase granular activated carbon (“LGAC”) adsorber system;  
• A vapor-phase granular activated carbon (“VGAC”) adsorber system; and  
• A post-treatment filtration system.  
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According to the AECOM Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Plan, once the 
functional aspects of the remediation system have been installed and inspected, the performance 
of the system in treating dissolved-phase contamination will be evaluated. The Performance Plan 
does not mention or describe perimeter fugitive vapor monitoring to be conducted during system 
startup.  
 
Construction Management 
A Site Management Plan (SMP) was prepared by AECOM describing construction and 
construction management protocols and procedures to be adhered to during system deployment. 
Elements of the management plan include: 
 



• Section 3: Access  
• Section 4: Site Security  
• Section 5: Ground Disturbance Protocols  
• Section 6: Air Monitoring and Dust Controls  
• Section 7: Noise Control  
• Section 8: Contingency for Hazardous Materials  
• Section 9: Waste Management  
• Section 10: Reporting 



 
7.0 Technical Comments 
This review found the description in the major groundwater documents of the nature and extent 
of groundwater contamination to be adequate for the evaluation of remediation options and the 
selection of the most appropriate remedial alternative for groundwater cleanup. With the 
exception of the comment pertaining to the pCBSA reinjection standard (which applies to both 
the JGWFS, ROD and remediation documents) TASC has no comments with respect to the 
groundwater documentation. 
 
TASC provides the following technical comments for the technical documents associated with 
plans for remedial action for the joint groundwater plume at the Montrose and Del Amo 
Superfund Sites: 
 
1)  While specifically called for in the JGWFS and ROD, the current plans for groundwater 
remediation do not address dissolved TCE contamination. Reports note that TCE will be 
addressed separately. It would help the community if future reports included greater detail as to 
plans and timelines for TCE remediation. 
 
2)  The plan for remedy monitoring is integral to the consideration of remedy design. As 
specified by the ROD, the plan for monitoring should be prepared in the near future. It would be 
helpful to the community if the relationship between monitoring and contingency 
planning/implementation is clearly articulated in the monitoring document when it is issued. 
 
3)  A plan for monitoring of the secondary containment for influent piping should be 
incorporated into the RBOD or document describing methodology for system monitoring. 
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4)  To ensure the safety and confidence of residents of the nearby commercial and residential 
communities, a plan for treatment system perimeter air monitoring should be incorporated into 
the longer term operations and maintenance planning documents planned for publication. 
 
5)  The 25,000 ppb reinjection standard for pCBSA in treated groundwater is said to have been 
established with RWQCB concurrence in the late 1990s. Reference to an RWQCB letter is 
posted to the Del Amo Administrative Record (February 11, 1998), but no information as to the 
content of this letter or the RWQCB position can be determined from this reference. Standards 
for the protection of water resources have changed markedly over the past 15 years. For the sake 
of ensuring compliance with the most appropriate California regulations and protective standards 
TASC recommends that assurance be gained from the RWQCB that the 25,000 ppb reinjection 
standard remains acceptable to that agency. 
 
6)  The configuration of the TI Zone should be reconsidered in light of the planned JGWFS 
remedial action and the contemplated DNAPL remediation. At the time the TI Zone was initially 
created neither remedial action had been described. Further, NAPL remediation technology has 
advanced substantially since the late 1980s, the period for which technical information was 
largely derived for guidance documents relied upon during establishment of the Montrose/Del 
Amo TI Zone. A stated objective of the TI Zone-creation process is the establishment and 
maintenance of as small a TI as possible, and given that the neighboring residential community 
could benefit from a reduction of the zone from its current configuration (to one that is as small 
as practically possible), considering TI Zone reconfiguration options would be beneficial to all 
involved. 
 
7)  EPA should confirm that the NAPL documented by Dames and Moore to be present in 
former monitoring well P-1 (now designated XP-01) was reported to the appropriate California 
regulatory agencies and that action was taken to identify responsible parties (suggested by 
Dames and Moore to be pipeline operators) and direct appropriate investigative and remedial 
activities. 
 
8.0  Documents Reviewed 
AECOM, 2012 Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012. 
 
AECOM, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012. 
 
AECOM, Remedial Wellfield and Treatment System Performance Evaluation Test Plan. 2012. 
 
AECOM, Site Management Plan, TGRS Construction, Montrose Superfund Site. 2012. 
 
CH2MHill, Final Joint Groundwater Feasibility Study for the Montrose and Del Amo Sites. 
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Dames and Moore, Final Groundwater Remedial Investigation Report. 1998. 
 
Dames and Moore, Focused Investigation of Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid, Monitoring Well P-1. 
1992. 
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Geosyntec, Revised Basis of Design Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit,  
Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Site. 2012. 
 
Hargis and Associates, Torrance Groundwater Remedial System, Basis of Planned Extraction 
and Injection Wells. 2009. 
 
URS, Groundwater Monitoring Report, Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose 
Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites. 2012. 
 
U. S. EPA, Record of Decision for Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose Chemical 
and Del Amo Superfund Sites, Volume I: Declaration and Decision  Summary. 1999. 
 
U. S. EPA, Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Groundwater Restoration 
1993. 
 











 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1- Dissolved Benzene Distribution – Water Table Zone (URS, 2012) 
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Figure 2- Groundwater Remedy Infrastructure (Geosyntec, 2012) 

















 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3- Treatment Plant Site Plan (Geosyntec, 2012) 
 











SCALE IN FEET



LEGEND



EXISTING SURVEY CONTROL POINTS



POINT ID NORTHING EASTING ELEVATION



HV-32 1768032.180 6470070.390 56.85



HV-31 1767805.510 6469204.260 57.54



HV-33 1766030.050 6469316.510 42.31



HV-26 1766962.120 6471324.250 43.81



HV-23 1767897.950 6472617.380 36.32



HV-22 1765836.520 6472448.670 33.70



HM0450



SB0450-C101.dwg



JUNE 1, 2012



Figure No:



4











 



TASC Contact Information  
 
TASC Technical Advisor 
Markus B. Niebanck, P.G. 
510-693-1241 
markus@amicusenv.com 
 
TASC Project Manager 
Angela Johnson Meszaros 
323-341-5868 
angela@cleanairmatters.net  
 
Skeo Solutions Work Assignment Manager 
Krissy Russell-Hedstrom 
719-256-6701 
krissy@skeo.com 
 
Skeo Solutions Program Manager  
Michael Hancox  
434-989-9149 
mhancox@skeo.com  
  
Skeo Solutions Director of Finance and Contracts  
Briana Branham  
434-975-6700 ext. 232  
bbranham@skeo.com  
 
Skeo Solutions Quality Control Monitor 
Eric Marsh 
512-505-8151 
emarsh@skeo.com  
 





mailto:markus@amicusenv.com


mailto:angela@cleanairmatters.net


mailto:krissy@skeo.com


mailto:mhancox@skeo.com


mailto:bbranham@skeo.com


mailto:emarsh@skeo.com















On Fri, Nov 7, 2014 at 8:40 AM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:


Hello Cynthia, I have attached the Spanish translation of the TASC 2013 Groundwater
 report developed by Markus Niebanck. David and Alejandro have said they can bring
 25 copies to you tomorrow - I have noted that there are 2 figures that should be copied
 in color.
 
Looking forward to seeing you tomorrow!
 
Miranda
 


 


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
 


--
Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net
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From: Yogi, David
To: DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: FW: pCBSA sampling of production wells
Date: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 4:49:50 PM
Attachments: 15-01-1199.pdf
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-----Original Message-----
From: Wetmore, Cynthia
Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 2:16 PM
To: Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: FW: pCBSA sampling of production wells


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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WORK ORDER NUMBER: 15-01-1199



Analytical Report For
Client: CH2M Hill



Client Project Name: Montrose EPA
Attention: Rich Sturn



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Approved for release on                    by:
Virendra Patel
Project Manager



AIR SOIL WATER MARINE CHEMISTRY



Eurofins Calscience, Inc. (Calscience) certifies that the test results provided in this report meet all NELAC requirements for parameters for which accreditation is
required or available. Any exceptions to NELAC requirements are noted in the case narrative. The original report of subcontracted analyses, if any, is attached to
this report. The results in this report are limited to the sample(s) tested and any reproduction thereof must be made in its entirety. The client or recipient of this
report is specifically prohibited from making material changes to said report and, to the extent that such changes are made, Calscience is not responsible, legally or
otherwise. The client or recipient agrees to indemnify Calscience for any defense to any litigation which may arise.



01/22/2015
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Condition Upon Receipt: 
Samples were received under Chain-of-Custody (COC) on 01/21/15. They were assigned to Work Order 15-01-1199. 
Unless otherwise noted on the Sample Receiving forms all samples were received in good condition and within the



recommended EPA temperature criteria for the methods noted on the COC. The COC and Sample Receiving Documents are



integral elements of the analytical report and are presented at the back of the report. 
Holding Times: 
All samples were analyzed within prescribed holding times (HT) and/or in accordance with the Calscience Sample Acceptance



Policy unless otherwise noted in the analytical report and/or comprehensive case narrative, if required. 
Any parameter identified in 40CFR Part 136.3 Table II that is designated as "analyze immediately" with a holding time of <= 15



minutes (40CFR-136.3 Table II, footnote 4), is considered a "field" test and the reported results will be qualified as being



received outside of the stated holding time unless received at the laboratory within 15 minutes of the collection time. 
Quality Control: 
All quality control parameters (QC) were within established control limits except where noted in the QC summary forms or



described further within this report. 
Additional Comments: 
Air - Sorbent-extracted air methods (EPA TO-4A, EPA TO-10, EPA TO-13A, EPA TO-17): Analytical results are converted from



mass/sample basis to mass/volume basis using client-supplied air volumes. 
New York NELAP air  certification  does not certify for all reported methods and analytes, reference the accredited items here:



http://www.calscience.com/PDF/New_York.pdf  
Solid - Unless otherwise indicated, solid sample data is reported on a wet weight basis, not corrected for % moisture. All QC



results are always reported on a wet weight basis. 
Subcontractor Information: 
Unless otherwise noted below (or on the subcontract form), no samples were subcontracted. 



Work Order Narrative
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Sample Identification Lab Number Collection Date and Time Number of
Containers



Matrix



Well 279 15-01-1199-1 01/21/15 09:50 1 Aqueous



Madrona #2 15-01-1199-2 01/21/15 10:45 1 Aqueous



Sample Summary
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Client: CH2M Hill



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700



Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Work Order: 15-01-1199



Project Name: Montrose EPA



PO Number:



Date/Time
Received:



01/21/15 12:05



Number of
Containers:



2



Attn: Rich Sturn
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Client Sample ID Method Name Type Ext Name Instrument MS/MSD/SDP LCS/LCSD



Well 279 EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA N/A IC 13 150121S01 150121L01



Madrona #2 EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA N/A IC 13 150121S01 150121L01



QC Association Summary
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Client Sample Number Lab Sample
Number



Date/Time
Collected



Matrix Instrument Date
Prepared



Date/Time
Analyzed



QC Batch ID



Well 279 15-01-1199-1-A 01/21/15
09:50



Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15
17:32



150121L01



Comment(s): - Results were evaluated to the MDL (DL), concentrations >= to the MDL (DL) but < RL (LOQ), if found, are qualified with a "J" flag.



Parameter Result RL MDL DF Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid ND 5.0 0.46 1.00



Madrona #2 15-01-1199-2-A 01/21/15
10:45



Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15
17:51



150121L01



Comment(s): - Results were evaluated to the MDL (DL), concentrations >= to the MDL (DL) but < RL (LOQ), if found, are qualified with a "J" flag.



Parameter Result RL MDL DF Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid ND 5.0 0.46 1.00



Method Blank 099-15-080-52 N/A Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15
16:49



150121L01



Comment(s): - Results were evaluated to the MDL (DL), concentrations >= to the MDL (DL) but < RL (LOQ), if found, are qualified with a "J" flag.



Parameter Result RL MDL DF Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid ND 5.0 0.46 1.00



Analytical Report
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CH2M Hill



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700



Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Date Received: 01/21/15



Work Order: 15-01-1199



Preparation: N/A



Method: EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA



Units: ug/L



Project: Montrose EPA Page 1 of 1



   RL: Reporting Limit.     DF: Dilution Factor.     MDL: Method Detection Limit.
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Quality Control Sample ID Type Matrix Instrument Date Prepared Date Analyzed MS/MSD Batch Number



Well 279 Sample Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15 17:32 150121S01



Well 279 Matrix Spike Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15 18:10 150121S01



Well 279 Matrix Spike Duplicate Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15 18:28 150121S01



Parameter Sample
Conc.



Spike
Added



MS
Conc.



MS
%Rec.



MSD
Conc.



MSD
%Rec.



%Rec. CL RPD RPD CL Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid ND 25.00 23.47 94 19.91 80 70-130 16 0-20



Quality Control - Spike/Spike Duplicate
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CH2M Hill



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700



Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Date Received: 01/21/15



Work Order: 15-01-1199



Preparation: N/A



Method: EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA



Project: Montrose EPA Page 1 of 1



   RPD: Relative Percent Difference.     CL: Control Limits
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Quality Control Sample ID Type Matrix Instrument Date Prepared Date Analyzed LCS Batch Number



099-15-080-52 LCS Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15 17:08 150121L01



Parameter Spike Added Conc. Recovered LCS %Rec. %Rec. CL Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid 25.00 21.76 87 80-120



Quality Control - LCS
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CH2M Hill



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700
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Date Received: 01/21/15



Work Order: 15-01-1199



Preparation: N/A



Method: EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA
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   RPD: Relative Percent Difference.     CL: Control Limits



R
et



ur
n 



to
 C



on
te



nt
s



Page 8 of 12











Method Extraction Chemist ID Instrument Analytical Location



EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA N/A 650 IC 13 1



Sample Analysis Summary Report
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   Location 1: 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841
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Qualifiers Definition



* See applicable analysis comment.



< Less than the indicated value.



> Greater than the indicated value.



1 Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to a required sample dilution.  Therefore, the sample data was reported without further
clarification.



2 Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to matrix interference.  The associated method blank surrogate spike compound was
in control and, therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.



3 Recovery of the Matrix Spike (MS) or Matrix Spike Duplicate (MSD) compound was out of control due to suspected matrix interference. The
associated LCS recovery was in control.



4 The MS/MSD RPD was out of control due to suspected matrix interference.



5 The PDS/PDSD or PES/PESD associated with this batch of samples was out of control due to suspected matrix interference.



6 Surrogate recovery below the acceptance limit.



7 Surrogate recovery above the acceptance limit.



B Analyte was present in the associated method blank.



BU Sample analyzed after holding time expired.



BV Sample received after holding time expired.



E Concentration exceeds the calibration range.



ET Sample was extracted past end of recommended max. holding time.



HD The chromatographic pattern was inconsistent with the profile of the reference fuel standard.



HDH The sample chromatographic pattern for TPH matches the chromatographic pattern of the specified standard but heavier hydrocarbons
were also present (or detected).



HDL The sample chromatographic pattern for TPH matches the chromatographic pattern of the specified standard but lighter hydrocarbons were
also present (or detected).



J Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the laboratory method detection limit.  Reported value is
estimated.



JA Analyte positively identified but quantitation is an estimate.



ME LCS Recovery Percentage is within Marginal Exceedance (ME) Control Limit range (+/- 4 SD from the mean).



ND Parameter not detected at the indicated reporting limit.



Q Spike recovery and RPD control limits do not apply resulting from the parameter concentration in the sample exceeding the spike
concentration by a factor of four or greater.



SG The sample extract was subjected to Silica Gel treatment prior to analysis.



X % Recovery and/or RPD out-of-range.



Z Analyte presence was not confirmed by second column or GC/MS analysis.



Solid - Unless otherwise indicated, solid sample data is reported on a wet weight basis, not corrected for % moisture. All QC results are
reported on a wet weight basis.



Any parameter identified in 40CFR Part 136.3 Table II that is designated as "analyze immediately" with a holding time of <= 15 minutes
(40CFR-136.3 Table II, footnote 4), is considered a "field" test and the reported results will be qualified as being received outside of the
stated holding time unless received at the laboratory within 15 minutes of the collection time.



A calculated total result (Example: Total Pesticides) is the summation of each component concentration and/or, if "J" flags are reported,
estimated concentration.  Component concentrations showing not detected (ND) are summed into the calculated total result as zero
concentrations.



Glossary of Terms and Qualifiers
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Nearby Drinking Water Wells, WRD Wells and 
Groundwater Extraction/Reinjection Wells



Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites



Revised January 15, 2015
Prepared by Water Replenishment District of Southern California



1











Production Wells, WRD Monitoring Wells, Extraction/Reinjection Wells
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Montrose/Del Amo Groundwater Extraction & Reinjection Wells
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Yellow squares = 
Reinjection Wells



Yellow triangles = 
Extraction Wells











Active Drinking Water Wells Nearest to Montrose/Del Amo Reinjection Wells
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California Water Service Company 
Well 232-03
Screen: 335 – 590 ft bgs
Produces ~100 acre-ft per month
Treatment System:  Reverse osmosis to remove salt; no other water quality concerns as of July 2014



Water Replenishment District of Southern California
Well Madrona #2
Screen: 310 – 425 ft bgs
Produces ~100 acre-ft per month
Treatment System:  Reverse osmosis to remove salt; no other water quality concerns as of July 2014











WRD Monitoring Well Nearest to Montrose/Del Amo Reinjection Wells
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Water Replenishment District of Southern California
Well PM-3 Madrid
Zone 1 Screen:  640 – 680 ft bgs (Sunnyside)
Zone 2 Screen:  480 – 520 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 3 Screen:  240 – 280 ft bgs (Lynwood)
Zone 4 Screen:  145 – 185 ft bgs (Gage)
No water quality concerns as of August 2014











Nearest Active Drinking Water Well (Upgradient)
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Golden State Water Company 
Well Dalton #1
Screen: 544 – 734 ft bgs
Produces ~100 acre-ft per month
No water quality concerns as of Sep 2014











Nearest Downgradient Drinking Water Well (Inactive)
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California Water Service Company 
Well 219-02 (inactive status per DDW)
Screen: 510 – 680 ft bgs
No production since July 2006
No water quality concerns as of Mar 2006











Nearest Downgradient Active Drinking Water Well
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California Water Service Company 
Well 279-01 
Screen: 480 – 652 ft bgs
Produces ~70 acre-ft per month
No water quality concerns as of Sep 2014











Nearest WRD Nested Monitoring Well (Upgradient)
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WRD Well Carson 3
Zone 1 Screen: 1,600 – 1,620 ft bgs (Pico Formation)
Zone 2 Screen:  1,220 – 1,240 ft bgs (Sunnyside)
Zone 3 Screen:  1,080 – 1,100 ft bgs (Sunnyside)
Zone 4 Screen:  870 – 890 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 5 Screen:  620 – 640 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 6 Screen:  360 – 380 ft bgs (Lynwood)
No water quality concerns as of Sep 2014











Nearest Downgradient WRD Nested Monitoring Well
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WRD Well Carson 2
Zone 1 Screen:  1,230 – 1,250 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 2 Screen:  850 – 870 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 3 Screen:  600 – 620 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 4 Screen:  450 – 470 ft bgs (Lynwood)
Zone 5 Screen:  230 – 250 ft bgs (Gage)
No water quality concerns as of Aug 2014











Sampling for pCBSA in Surrounding Wells
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• Drinking Water Wells: Not currently sampled for pCBSA as part of 
routine Title 22 monitoring; would need to be discussed further with 
the water purveyor



• WRD Nested Monitoring Wells: Not currently sampled for pCBSA, 
but nearby wells can be tested by WRD











Laboratory Analysis for pCBSA
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Preferred analytical method is EPA Method 314.0



• Reporting Limits range from 1 ug/L to 5 ug/L



• Current analytical methods provide reliable results



• Sample hold time is 28 days



• Cost per water sample ranges from $60 to $400













From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: FW: pCBSA sampling of production wells
Date: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 2:15:45 PM
Attachments: 15-01-1199.pdf


150115_All Nearby Wells_MontroseDelAmo.pdf


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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WORK ORDER NUMBER: 15-01-1199



Analytical Report For
Client: CH2M Hill



Client Project Name: Montrose EPA
Attention: Rich Sturn



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700
Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Approved for release on                    by:
Virendra Patel
Project Manager



AIR SOIL WATER MARINE CHEMISTRY



Eurofins Calscience, Inc. (Calscience) certifies that the test results provided in this report meet all NELAC requirements for parameters for which accreditation is
required or available. Any exceptions to NELAC requirements are noted in the case narrative. The original report of subcontracted analyses, if any, is attached to
this report. The results in this report are limited to the sample(s) tested and any reproduction thereof must be made in its entirety. The client or recipient of this
report is specifically prohibited from making material changes to said report and, to the extent that such changes are made, Calscience is not responsible, legally or
otherwise. The client or recipient agrees to indemnify Calscience for any defense to any litigation which may arise.



01/22/2015
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Condition Upon Receipt: 
Samples were received under Chain-of-Custody (COC) on 01/21/15. They were assigned to Work Order 15-01-1199. 
Unless otherwise noted on the Sample Receiving forms all samples were received in good condition and within the



recommended EPA temperature criteria for the methods noted on the COC. The COC and Sample Receiving Documents are



integral elements of the analytical report and are presented at the back of the report. 
Holding Times: 
All samples were analyzed within prescribed holding times (HT) and/or in accordance with the Calscience Sample Acceptance



Policy unless otherwise noted in the analytical report and/or comprehensive case narrative, if required. 
Any parameter identified in 40CFR Part 136.3 Table II that is designated as "analyze immediately" with a holding time of <= 15



minutes (40CFR-136.3 Table II, footnote 4), is considered a "field" test and the reported results will be qualified as being



received outside of the stated holding time unless received at the laboratory within 15 minutes of the collection time. 
Quality Control: 
All quality control parameters (QC) were within established control limits except where noted in the QC summary forms or



described further within this report. 
Additional Comments: 
Air - Sorbent-extracted air methods (EPA TO-4A, EPA TO-10, EPA TO-13A, EPA TO-17): Analytical results are converted from



mass/sample basis to mass/volume basis using client-supplied air volumes. 
New York NELAP air  certification  does not certify for all reported methods and analytes, reference the accredited items here:



http://www.calscience.com/PDF/New_York.pdf  
Solid - Unless otherwise indicated, solid sample data is reported on a wet weight basis, not corrected for % moisture. All QC



results are always reported on a wet weight basis. 
Subcontractor Information: 
Unless otherwise noted below (or on the subcontract form), no samples were subcontracted. 



Work Order Narrative
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Sample Identification Lab Number Collection Date and Time Number of
Containers



Matrix



Well 279 15-01-1199-1 01/21/15 09:50 1 Aqueous



Madrona #2 15-01-1199-2 01/21/15 10:45 1 Aqueous



Sample Summary



7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427    •    TEL: (714) 895-5494    •    FAX: (714) 894-7501



Client: CH2M Hill



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700



Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Work Order: 15-01-1199



Project Name: Montrose EPA



PO Number:



Date/Time
Received:



01/21/15 12:05



Number of
Containers:



2



Attn: Rich Sturn
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Client Sample ID Method Name Type Ext Name Instrument MS/MSD/SDP LCS/LCSD



Well 279 EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA N/A IC 13 150121S01 150121L01



Madrona #2 EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA N/A IC 13 150121S01 150121L01



QC Association Summary
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Client Sample Number Lab Sample
Number



Date/Time
Collected



Matrix Instrument Date
Prepared



Date/Time
Analyzed



QC Batch ID



Well 279 15-01-1199-1-A 01/21/15
09:50



Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15
17:32



150121L01



Comment(s): - Results were evaluated to the MDL (DL), concentrations >= to the MDL (DL) but < RL (LOQ), if found, are qualified with a "J" flag.



Parameter Result RL MDL DF Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid ND 5.0 0.46 1.00



Madrona #2 15-01-1199-2-A 01/21/15
10:45



Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15
17:51



150121L01



Comment(s): - Results were evaluated to the MDL (DL), concentrations >= to the MDL (DL) but < RL (LOQ), if found, are qualified with a "J" flag.



Parameter Result RL MDL DF Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid ND 5.0 0.46 1.00



Method Blank 099-15-080-52 N/A Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15
16:49



150121L01



Comment(s): - Results were evaluated to the MDL (DL), concentrations >= to the MDL (DL) but < RL (LOQ), if found, are qualified with a "J" flag.



Parameter Result RL MDL DF Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid ND 5.0 0.46 1.00



Analytical Report
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CH2M Hill



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700



Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Date Received: 01/21/15



Work Order: 15-01-1199



Preparation: N/A



Method: EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA



Units: ug/L



Project: Montrose EPA Page 1 of 1



   RL: Reporting Limit.     DF: Dilution Factor.     MDL: Method Detection Limit.
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Quality Control Sample ID Type Matrix Instrument Date Prepared Date Analyzed MS/MSD Batch Number



Well 279 Sample Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15 17:32 150121S01



Well 279 Matrix Spike Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15 18:10 150121S01



Well 279 Matrix Spike Duplicate Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15 18:28 150121S01



Parameter Sample
Conc.



Spike
Added



MS
Conc.



MS
%Rec.



MSD
Conc.



MSD
%Rec.



%Rec. CL RPD RPD CL Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid ND 25.00 23.47 94 19.91 80 70-130 16 0-20



Quality Control - Spike/Spike Duplicate
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CH2M Hill



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700



Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Date Received: 01/21/15



Work Order: 15-01-1199



Preparation: N/A



Method: EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA



Project: Montrose EPA Page 1 of 1



   RPD: Relative Percent Difference.     CL: Control Limits
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Quality Control Sample ID Type Matrix Instrument Date Prepared Date Analyzed LCS Batch Number



099-15-080-52 LCS Aqueous IC 13 N/A 01/21/15 17:08 150121L01



Parameter Spike Added Conc. Recovered LCS %Rec. %Rec. CL Qualifiers



p-Chlorobenzenesulfonic Acid 25.00 21.76 87 80-120



Quality Control - LCS
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CH2M Hill



6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700



Santa Ana, CA 92707-5735



Date Received: 01/21/15



Work Order: 15-01-1199



Preparation: N/A



Method: EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA



Project: Montrose EPA Page 1 of 1



   RPD: Relative Percent Difference.     CL: Control Limits
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Method Extraction Chemist ID Instrument Analytical Location



EPA 314.0 (M) pCBSA N/A 650 IC 13 1



Sample Analysis Summary Report



7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841-1427    •    TEL: (714) 895-5494    •    FAX: (714) 894-7501



Work Order: 15-01-1199 Page 1 of 1



   Location 1: 7440 Lincoln Way, Garden Grove, CA 92841
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Qualifiers Definition



* See applicable analysis comment.



< Less than the indicated value.



> Greater than the indicated value.



1 Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to a required sample dilution.  Therefore, the sample data was reported without further
clarification.



2 Surrogate compound recovery was out of control due to matrix interference.  The associated method blank surrogate spike compound was
in control and, therefore, the sample data was reported without further clarification.



3 Recovery of the Matrix Spike (MS) or Matrix Spike Duplicate (MSD) compound was out of control due to suspected matrix interference. The
associated LCS recovery was in control.



4 The MS/MSD RPD was out of control due to suspected matrix interference.



5 The PDS/PDSD or PES/PESD associated with this batch of samples was out of control due to suspected matrix interference.



6 Surrogate recovery below the acceptance limit.



7 Surrogate recovery above the acceptance limit.



B Analyte was present in the associated method blank.



BU Sample analyzed after holding time expired.



BV Sample received after holding time expired.



E Concentration exceeds the calibration range.



ET Sample was extracted past end of recommended max. holding time.



HD The chromatographic pattern was inconsistent with the profile of the reference fuel standard.



HDH The sample chromatographic pattern for TPH matches the chromatographic pattern of the specified standard but heavier hydrocarbons
were also present (or detected).



HDL The sample chromatographic pattern for TPH matches the chromatographic pattern of the specified standard but lighter hydrocarbons were
also present (or detected).



J Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the laboratory method detection limit.  Reported value is
estimated.



JA Analyte positively identified but quantitation is an estimate.



ME LCS Recovery Percentage is within Marginal Exceedance (ME) Control Limit range (+/- 4 SD from the mean).



ND Parameter not detected at the indicated reporting limit.



Q Spike recovery and RPD control limits do not apply resulting from the parameter concentration in the sample exceeding the spike
concentration by a factor of four or greater.



SG The sample extract was subjected to Silica Gel treatment prior to analysis.



X % Recovery and/or RPD out-of-range.



Z Analyte presence was not confirmed by second column or GC/MS analysis.



Solid - Unless otherwise indicated, solid sample data is reported on a wet weight basis, not corrected for % moisture. All QC results are
reported on a wet weight basis.



Any parameter identified in 40CFR Part 136.3 Table II that is designated as "analyze immediately" with a holding time of <= 15 minutes
(40CFR-136.3 Table II, footnote 4), is considered a "field" test and the reported results will be qualified as being received outside of the
stated holding time unless received at the laboratory within 15 minutes of the collection time.



A calculated total result (Example: Total Pesticides) is the summation of each component concentration and/or, if "J" flags are reported,
estimated concentration.  Component concentrations showing not detected (ND) are summed into the calculated total result as zero
concentrations.



Glossary of Terms and Qualifiers
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Nearby Drinking Water Wells, WRD Wells and 
Groundwater Extraction/Reinjection Wells



Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites



Revised January 15, 2015
Prepared by Water Replenishment District of Southern California
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Production Wells, WRD Monitoring Wells, Extraction/Reinjection Wells
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Montrose/Del Amo Groundwater Extraction & Reinjection Wells
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Yellow squares = 
Reinjection Wells



Yellow triangles = 
Extraction Wells











Active Drinking Water Wells Nearest to Montrose/Del Amo Reinjection Wells
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California Water Service Company 
Well 232-03
Screen: 335 – 590 ft bgs
Produces ~100 acre-ft per month
Treatment System:  Reverse osmosis to remove salt; no other water quality concerns as of July 2014



Water Replenishment District of Southern California
Well Madrona #2
Screen: 310 – 425 ft bgs
Produces ~100 acre-ft per month
Treatment System:  Reverse osmosis to remove salt; no other water quality concerns as of July 2014











WRD Monitoring Well Nearest to Montrose/Del Amo Reinjection Wells
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Water Replenishment District of Southern California
Well PM-3 Madrid
Zone 1 Screen:  640 – 680 ft bgs (Sunnyside)
Zone 2 Screen:  480 – 520 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 3 Screen:  240 – 280 ft bgs (Lynwood)
Zone 4 Screen:  145 – 185 ft bgs (Gage)
No water quality concerns as of August 2014











Nearest Active Drinking Water Well (Upgradient)
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Golden State Water Company 
Well Dalton #1
Screen: 544 – 734 ft bgs
Produces ~100 acre-ft per month
No water quality concerns as of Sep 2014











Nearest Downgradient Drinking Water Well (Inactive)
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California Water Service Company 
Well 219-02 (inactive status per DDW)
Screen: 510 – 680 ft bgs
No production since July 2006
No water quality concerns as of Mar 2006











Nearest Downgradient Active Drinking Water Well
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California Water Service Company 
Well 279-01 
Screen: 480 – 652 ft bgs
Produces ~70 acre-ft per month
No water quality concerns as of Sep 2014











Nearest WRD Nested Monitoring Well (Upgradient)
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WRD Well Carson 3
Zone 1 Screen: 1,600 – 1,620 ft bgs (Pico Formation)
Zone 2 Screen:  1,220 – 1,240 ft bgs (Sunnyside)
Zone 3 Screen:  1,080 – 1,100 ft bgs (Sunnyside)
Zone 4 Screen:  870 – 890 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 5 Screen:  620 – 640 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 6 Screen:  360 – 380 ft bgs (Lynwood)
No water quality concerns as of Sep 2014











Nearest Downgradient WRD Nested Monitoring Well
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WRD Well Carson 2
Zone 1 Screen:  1,230 – 1,250 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 2 Screen:  850 – 870 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 3 Screen:  600 – 620 ft bgs (Silverado)
Zone 4 Screen:  450 – 470 ft bgs (Lynwood)
Zone 5 Screen:  230 – 250 ft bgs (Gage)
No water quality concerns as of Aug 2014











Sampling for pCBSA in Surrounding Wells
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• Drinking Water Wells: Not currently sampled for pCBSA as part of 
routine Title 22 monitoring; would need to be discussed further with 
the water purveyor



• WRD Nested Monitoring Wells: Not currently sampled for pCBSA, 
but nearby wells can be tested by WRD











Laboratory Analysis for pCBSA
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Preferred analytical method is EPA Method 314.0



• Reporting Limits range from 1 ug/L to 5 ug/L



• Current analytical methods provide reliable results



• Sample hold time is 28 days



• Cost per water sample ranges from $60 to $400













From: Yogi, David
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; DIAZ, ALEJANDRO
Subject: Fwd: Del Amo/Montrose Technical Meeting Notes for Dec. 15th meeting
Date: Tuesday, January 06, 2015 5:46:59 PM
Attachments: TASC TO1 R9-Del Amo-Montrose DAAC Meeting (Dec 15 2014) Summary Memo.pdf


ATT00001.htm


Sorry, I didn't realize that when you reply, it doesn't include the attachments- here they are!


Thanks!


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Ana Vargas <avargas@skeo.com>
Date: January 6, 2015 at 1:05:13 PM HST
To: "Margand, Freya" <Margand.Freya@epa.gov>, "Conley, Tina"
 <Conley.Tina@epa.gov>,  "Yogi, David" <Yogi.David@epa.gov>
Cc: Krissy Russell-Hedstrom <krissy@skeo.com>, Miranda Maupin
 <mmaupin@skeo.com>
Subject: Del Amo/Montrose Technical Meeting Notes for Dec. 15th meeting


Hi all, 


Hope you all had a great holiday! 
Please see attached for the Del Amo/Montrose technical meeting notes for the
 Dec. 15th meeting. Looking forward to our continued work together.  


Best regards, 


Ana 
-- 
Ana Vargas, MSW
Bilingual Environmental Policy Intern 
Skeo Solutions  
[e] avargas@skeo.com 
[p] (434) 975-6700 x248
[m] (661) 609-0931
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Summary Memo: 
Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site  



Del Amo Action Committee pCBSA Technical Meeting 
 
Site Name:  Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites  
Site Location:  Torrance, California  
Meeting Date: December 15, 2014  
Meeting Location: Office of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Participants:  See Attachment 1 
 
Introduction 
Representatives of the Del Amo Action Committee (DAAC) and representatives of other 
interested community groups met with representatives from  California State Water Resources 
Control Board, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board and the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) on December 15, 2015 from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
The purpose of the meeting was to discuss DAAC’s concerns about parachlorobenzenesulfonic 
acid (pCBSA) in groundwater near the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund sites in Torrance, 
California. Jane Williams of California Communities Against Toxics facilitated the meeting. 
Representatives from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Technical Assistance 
Services for Communities (TASC) program provided technical assistance to DAAC during the 
meeting. The list of meeting participants and meeting agenda can be found in Attachments 1 and 
2, respectively. 
 
The meeting began with background presentations on the following topics: 



• DDT Manufacturing Process 
• pCBSA Toxicology  
• Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence  



 
Participants discussed various topics as they arose during the presentations. The purpose of the 
discussion after the presentations was for DAAC to ask the state agencies the following 
questions: 



• Can the existing UV technology be beefed up enough so that we get the reductions we 
need for the p-CBSA? 



• Does re-injection of treated groundwater at the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund 
Sites require a permit (in particular, compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements) 
from LARWQCB? 



• Does LARWQCB have the authority to require compliance with the Basin Plan and the 
State Anti-Degradation Policy for Superfund Site cleanups? 



• In particular, can chemicals be re-injected at concentrations greater than background 
levels in groundwater for Superfund Site cleanups? 



Technical Assistance Services  
for Communities 



Del Amo/Montrose Superfund Site 
Technical Meeting Notes 



 



    
   











Presentation: DDT Manufacturing Process and pCBSA Toxicology 
 
Florence Gharibian (DAAC) presented on two topics: the DDT manufacturing process and 
pCBSA toxicology.   
 
Highlights of Ms. Gharibian’s presentation included: 



• Ms. Gharibian’s three major public health concerns after touring the Montrose facility: 
o The potential for chlorine gas release from Jones Chemical. There are a number of 



railroad cars with chlorine tanks parked across the street from residences. Ms. 
Gharibian would like to know more about emergency protocols related to the chlorine 
tanks. 



o There are soils in the residential community that have never been investigated for 
DDT. Ms. Gharibian is concerned about community exposure to DDT from 
uninvestigated soils. 



o Ms. Gharibian wants to be confident that no hazardous chemicals have reached 
drinking water wells.  



• The case example of pCBSA at the Velsicol Chemical site in St. Louis, Michigan. 
o This site was also a DDT-contaminated site. 
o Drinking water wells in the vicinity did not show pCBSA contamination in the first 



round of samples, but subsequent sampling did show pCBSA contamination. 
o Information about this site has been reported in Environmental Health News. 



• Concerns about pCBSA contamination not being considered a priority for treatment in the 
new Del Amo/Montrose groundwater treatment facility. 
o There is no public drinking water standard for pCBSA. 
o pCBSA is not routinely included in analytical tests performed by drinking water 



purveyors. 
o Has EPA tested drinking water wells since the 1999 Record of Decision (ROD) for 



the groundwater operable unit? This is important because at Velsicol Chemical the 
pCBSA contamination was not discovered at first. 



 
At the end of Ms. Gharibian’s presentation, Ms. Babich (DAAC) commented on the number of 
residents in the neighborhoods surrounding the Del Amo and Montrose sites. She encouraged the 
state agency representatives to embrace the Precautionary Principle when evaluating EPA’s work 
on cleaning up these sites in order to protect residents. 
 
Ms. Williams discussed that Nevada and Michigan have Public Health Goals for pCBSA  in the 
parts per billion (ppb) range (60 and 70 ppb); California has a no-observed-effect level (NOEL) 
and the standard is much higher at 25 parts per million (ppm). Ms. Williams expressed concern 
that two states have much lower standards than California. 
 
Presentation: Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence  
 
Scott Warren (DTSC) provided an overview of the lateral and vertical extent of benzene, 
chlorobenzene, and pCBSA concentrations in groundwater in the vicinity of the Del Amo and 
Montrose Superfund sites using a series of maps and aquifer cross-sections. Mr. Warren also 
described EPA’s plan to extract groundwater from within the contaminated groundwater plumes, 
treat the groundwater at the new groundwater treatment facility, and re-inject the treated 
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groundwater off site. Mr. Warren described the treatment process at the new facility and results 
from a batch test that EPA recently conducted. Mr. Warren noted that the HiPOx component of 
the facility will treat pCBSA to below 25 ppm. The capital costs were $15 million and the 
operational costs are expected to be $500,000 per year. 
 
Participants discussed various topics both during and after Mr. Warren’s presentation. 



• Mr. Niebanck (TASC) commented that he believes it is still possible to address benzene 
in the Technical Impractibility Waiver Zone. He does not believe the $500,000 per year 
operating costs are expensive compared with potential legal fees. He thinks it is possible 
for EPA to be more aggressive about cleanup in order to remove contamination in the 
groundwater plumes below the neighborhoods. 



• Dr. Wells (TASC) commented that the treatment technology to be used in the new 
facility is 20 years old and there may be better technology now. He noted that it is 
difficult to change the course of regulators once momentum is in a certain direction and 
statements like “this is as good as we can do” demonstrate this sentiment. He questioned 
whether reducing pCBSA groundwater concentrations from 100 to 25 ppm is even worth 
the cost. 



• Ms. Gharibian asked if agencies are certain about the location of the outer edges of the 
plumes. Mr. Warren responded that they are not certain and that the data is old. 



• Ms. Ly (Water Replenishment District) stated that she is interested in reviewing the 
modeling that informed the well locations to better understand how the well locations 
will drive the plumes in certain directions. 



• Ms. Williams appealed to the state to “put its foot down” to prevent pCBSA 
contaminated water from being re-injected into clean water unaffected by the Superfund 
sites. She stated that there are institutional barriers to change and challenged the state 
agencies to overcome them. Ms. Williams also noted that there is no state science 
advisory board for water like there is for air and the state should develop such a board for 
water. 



• Ms. Babich noted that if EPA negotiates the groundwater treatment requirements with 
Montrose and a new treatment comes to the light in the future, the taxpayers will have to 
pay for the new treatment.  



 
Post-Presentation Discussion: Antidegradation Policy and Re-injection of pCBSA 
 
The intent of this discussion was for DAAC to get answers to the following questions: 



• Can the existing UV technology be beefed up enough so that we get the reductions we 
need for the p-CBSA? 



• Does re-injection of treated groundwater at the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund 
Sites require a permit (in particular, compliance with Waste Discharge Requirements) 
from LARWQCB? 



• Does LARWQCB have the authority to require compliance with the Basin Plan and the 
State Anti-Degradation Policy for Superfund Site cleanups? 



• In particular, can chemicals be re-injected at concentrations greater than background 
levels in groundwater for Superfund Site cleanups? 
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The actual discussion did not answer these questions in order, but did cover the following related 
to the questions: 



• The state needs to obtain more information about groundwater treatment for 
contamination from the nearby Stringfellow Superfund site. 



• EPA is unable to change the technology on the treatment plant if the technology is listed 
in the ROD. 



• EPA did not lock into a toxicity number in the ROD. 
• Efficiency of the HiPOx system can be increased by increasing contact time and/or 



adding additional systems to treat pCBSA. 
• 25 ppm is not a Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL). 
• The state can say no to re-injection of 25 ppm pCBSA and let EPA figure out the 



solution. 
• The state can create Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). 



EPA can waive them, but this happens only rarely (like in the TI Waiver Zone). 
• The state does not have an ARAR for pCBSA. 
• There is the potential for the hydraulic containment zone indicated on the plume maps to 



be inaccurate (i.e., effects of re-injection will be more extensive that that indicated by the 
line on maps). 



• The state can use the Antidegradation Policy to stop re-injection. 
• The Los Angeles Regional Quality Control Board (LA RQCB) may need to issue a 



permit to EPA to re-inject the water (there was one for the Stringfellow site). 
• The state’s action on pCBSA is time dependent as treatment and re-injection are 



scheduled to begin in January 2015. 
• The LA RQCB needs to consult with experts and find out more about the Del Amo and 



Montrose Superfund sites in order to comment more meaningfully on its authority. 
• DAAC is frustrated with the state and LA RQCB not understanding their authorities. 
• The state will be responsible for treatment cost (through taxpayers) if it agrees to the 



treatment plan at the outset and then a lower MCL is put into place. 
• The 25 ppm NOEL was derived from a risk assessment calculation by EPA; the state re-



did the same calculation and came up with 20 ppm. 
• Is it feasible to ask EPA to wait until the state can get more information before re-



injecting treated groundwater that still contains pCBSA (either before or after upcoming 
5-day treatability test)? 



• DAAC is concerned that contaminated water from the Superfund sites is being re-injected 
into clean water off site. 



• DAAC is concerned that once a 5-day test is completed, another longer test will follow, 
and then momentum will drive the treatment plant into continuous operation. 



• Does EPA have the authority to re-inject outside the Superfund site and TI Waiver Zone? 
• It will take years to develop ARARs, so using the Antidegradation Policy is the best route 



for the state to stop re-injection. 
• Residents who bought homes not knowing about the TI Waiver Zone were financially 



affected. 
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Next Steps  



The discussion concluded with the following next steps:   



• John Scandura (DTSC) will contact his colleagues to find out more information about 
the Stringfellow site. 



• Scott Warren will share a map of site boundaries with Sam Unger.  
• Sam Unger (LA RWQCB) will contact his attorneys to see if LA RWQCB can 



challenge re-injection outside the TI Waiver Zone and/or the Superfund site boundaries. 
• Jane Williams will contact the Attorney General’s Office regarding EPA’s compliance 



with the Antidegradation Policy with re-injection of 25 ppm pCBSA.  
• DAAC will reconvene with the state representatives and EPA on January 6, 2015 in 



Torrance, California.   
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Miranda Maupin 
434-975-6700 Ext. 227 
mmaupin@skeo.com  
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Krissy Russell-Hedstrom 
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krissy@skeo.com 
 
Skeo Solutions Program Manager 
Michael Hancox 
434-989-9149 
mhancox@skeo.com 
 
Skeo Solutions Director of Finance and Human Resources 
Briana Branham 
434-975-6700 Ext. 233 
bbranham@skeo.com 
 
Skeo Solutions TASC Quality Control Monitor 
Eric Marsh 
434-975-6700 Ext. 276 
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Attachment 1: Meeting Participants 
First Last Organization/Affiliation 
Cynthia  Babich Del Amo Action Committee  
Florence Gharibian Del Amo Action Committee 
Margaret  Manning Del Amo Action Committee 
Jane  Williams California Communities Against Toxics  
Al  Statler Sierra Club  
Frances  Spivy-Weber California State Water Resources Control Board  
Tam  Doduc California State Water Resources Control Board  
Maurice Lyles U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
Paula Rasmussen Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Sam  Unger  Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
John  Scandura California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Scott  Warren California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Robert  Senega California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Phuong  Ly Water Replenishment District of Southern California 
James Wells  TASC (L. Everett and Associates) 
Markus  Niebanck TASC (Amicus Environmental)  
Krissy Russell-Hedstrom TASC (Skeo Solutions) 
Ana Vargas  TASC (Skeo Solutions) 
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Attachment 2: Agenda 
  



Draft Agenda pCBSA December 15, 2014 
10:00 am – 4:00 pm 



Office of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 320 
W. 4th Street, Suite 200 Los Angeles, CA  90013 



 
Introduction 



 
DDT Manufacturing Process 



 
1. DDT manufacturing process and chemicals used (Florence) 30 



minutes 
 
pCBSA Toxicology 



 
2. Monochlorobenzene (MCB) and Parachlorobenzenesulfonic Acid (pCBSA) 



Toxicity and Existing  Reference Doses  (Florence) 
20 minutes 



 
Discussion 



 
Groundwater Setting/pCBSA Occurrence 



 
3. Lateral and vertical extent of MCB and pCBSA in groundwater in Superfund site area 



and the proposed re-injection of pCBSA and engineered solutions  (Scott) 30 minutes 
 



Discussion LUNCH 



12:30 – 1:30 



Water Board Requirements 
 



4. Antidegradation Policy and reinjection of pCBSA: What are the requirements in the 
Basin Plan (Unger) 



  
Questions to Answer: 



a. Can the existing UV technology be beefed up enough so that we get the 
reductions we need for the p-CBSA? 



b. Does re-injection of treated groundwater at the Montrose and Del Amo 
Superfund Sites require a permit (in particular, compliance with Waste 
Discharge Requirements) from LARWQCB? 



c. Does LARWQCB have the authority to require compliance with the Basin Plan 
and the State Anti-Degradation Policy for Superfund Site cleanups? 



d. In particular, can chemicals be re-injected at concentrations greater than 
background levels in groundwater for Superfund Site cleanups? 
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From: Miranda Maupin
To: Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Fwd: Phase 1 Functional Test Memo
Date: Thursday, February 26, 2015 8:32:56 AM
Attachments: Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan_final revised_public.pdf


Hello David and Yolanda, Cynthia has requested that I send this to all the call participants.
 Does that work for you all? Also, I believe we only had comments on the notes from Scott
 Warren - does EPA plan to review before we send out the final? Ana plans to send you the
 version with Scott's notes in case you want to add any comments to the most current version.


Thank you!


Miranda 


---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Feb 25, 2015 at 11:56 AM
Subject: Fwd: Phase 1 Functional Test Memo
To: Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>, James Wells <JWells@everettassociates.net>,
 Markus Niebanck <mniebanck@gmail.com>


Miranda,
I believe other stakeholders to this process would like this information.  Can you ensure they get it.
Cynthia


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net


"If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about a field somewhere, people would
 come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would walk around it, marveling at its big
 pools of water, little pools and the water flowing between the pools.  People would marvel at
 the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas
 surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas.  The people would marvel at all the
 creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in the water.  The people
 would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it
 would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and people would come to
 behold it, to be healed,  to gain knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be.  
 People would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they would somehow know that
 their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it.  
                             If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter."


---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Yogi, David <Yogi.David@epa.gov>
Date: Wed, Feb 25, 2015 at 11:45 AM
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Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan 



Torrance Groundwater Remediation System (TGRS) 



Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California 



Objective 



The objective of this short-term test is to demonstrate that the TGRS system is capable of reducing 



dissolved para-chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) concentrations to below the reinjection standard 



under the Record of Decision (25 milligrams per liter [mg/L]) exclusive of any benefit offered by the new 



carbon in the liquid-phase granular activated carbon (LGAC) vessels.  pCBSA concentrations of 23 and 31 



mg/L were detected after air stripping during the first and second functional tests conducted on 



December 1 and 15, 2014, respectively.  However, some of the ozone generation cells did not work 



properly during the second functional test, resulting in an ozone dose approximately 12% below target 



levels.  The faulty ozone generation cells have since been repaired.  Although the new carbon reduced 



pCBSA concentrations below the reinjection standard during the second functional test, the benefit 



offered by this carbon is not expected to be long lasting based on previous bench testing results.  



Therefore, prior to longer term testing, another short functional test will be conducted to ensure that the 



new TGRS system can achieve the 25 mg/L pCBSA injection standard under this short-term test.    



Parameters 



The parameters for the Phase 1 functional test are defined as follows: 



 Extraction Well Flow Rates = same as first functional test (see table below) 



 Total Target Flow Rate = 700 gallons per minute (gpm) 



 Target Ozone Dose = 26 to 27 mg/L 



 Air Stripping Configuration = two in parallel, as designed 



Proposed Extraction Well Flow Rates 



Well 
Flow 



(gpm) 



UBA-EW-1 25 



UBA-EW-3 15 



MBFB-EW-1 0 



BF-EW-1 42 



BF-EW-2 83 



BF-EW-3 80 



BF-EW-4 140 



BF-EW-5 15 



G-EW-1 125 



G-EW-2 30 



G-EW-3 25 



G-EW-4 120 



Total 700 



 



With the exception of the ozone dose, the above parameters are identical to the first functional test 



conducted on December 1, 2014.  For the proposed Phase 1 test, the ozone dose will be increased to the 



maximum or near maximum concentration feasible using the ozone generator.  The treated groundwater 
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generated during the Phase 1 test will not be discharged and held on site pending laboratory results 



confirming that chemical concentrations were reduced in compliance with the ROD’s reinjection 



standards.  Laboratory results will be submitted simultaneously to EPA and the State.  If the laboratory 



results demonstrate that the pCBSA concentration meets the 25 mg/L injection standard and with 



concurrence by EPA, Montrose will discharge the treated water from the Phase 1 testing via the injection 



wells.  



Duration 



The duration of the Phase 1 test will be between 30 and 60 minutes.  Effluent holding Tank 3770 and 



Utility Tank 3750 have a combined capacity of 50,000 gallons.  Assuming that both of these tanks are used 



to temporarily contain the treated groundwater (up to 85% of the tank capacity), the maximum duration 



of this test will be 60 minutes at 700 gpm.  This duration is sufficient to overcome the entrained capacity 



of the process vessels and build up the ozone concentration to the target dose.   



Sampling 



Representative groundwater samples will be collected from the influent, after HiPOx, after air stripping, 



after LGAC, and from the effluent tank.  Representative vapor samples will be collected from the VGAC 



influent and discharge stack.  The groundwater and vapor samples will be analyzed as follows: 



Sample 
VOCs 
EPA 



8260B1 



SVOCs 
EPA 



8270C 



pCBSA 
EPA 



314.0 M 



Metals 
EPA 6010B 
and 7470A 



Arsenic 
EPA 
6020 



Pesticides 
EPA 



8081A 



TOC 
EPA 



415.1 



VOCs 
EPA 



TO-15 



Groundwater 



Influent X  X  X  X  



Post-HiPOx X  X  X  X  



Post-Air 
Stripper 



X  X  X    



Post-LGAC X X X X X X   



Effluent Tank   X      



Vapor 



VGAC Influent        X 



Discharge 
Stack 



       X 



1Including fuel oxygenates 



Analysis of the groundwater samples will focus on dissolved VOCs (including TBA), pCBSA, and arsenic.  



The influent and post-HiPOx samples will additionally be tested for Total Organic Carbon (TOC) to support 



evaluation of oxidant demand for the HiPOx system.  The post-LGAC groundwater sample will be tested 



for the full suite of chemicals with established reinjection standards.  The effluent tank sample will be 



tested for pCBSA at the request of the State.  The samples will be analyzed on standard 5-day turnaround.  



In addition to the laboratory analysis, groundwater pH, dissolved oxygen, and chemical oxygen demand 



will be measured in the field at all four sample locations using calibrated water quality instruments.         
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Discharge of Existing Water 



The effluent and utility tanks are currently holding approximately 40,000 gallons of treated groundwater 



generated during the second functional test conducted on December 15, 2014.  That groundwater meets 



the injection standard for pCBSA (less than 25,000 ug/L) and only two volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 



were detected (12 ug/L tert-butyl-alcohol [TBA] and 3.9J ug/L acetone).  There is no state or federal 



maximum contaminant level (MCL) for TBA or acetone, but there is a state action level of 12 ug/L for TBA.  



Prior to conducting the Phase 1 functional test, a verification sample of the treated groundwater from the 



second functional test will be collected and analyzed for pCBSA.  Laboratory results will be submitted 



simultaneously to EPA and the State.  If the verification sample confirms that pCBSA is below the injection 



standard and with concurrence from EPA, the treated groundwater will be pumped to the TGRS injection 



wells. 



Schedule and Reporting 



Following EPA and State approval, the Phase 1 functional testing will be scheduled.  All field activities can 



be completed in a single day, and only one to two days of advance planning will be required to coordinate 



resources and sampling supplies.  Once established, EPA and the State will be notified at least 24 hours in 



advance of the Phase 1 functional testing schedule. 



Laboratory analysis of the Phase 1 functional testing samples will take approximately five business days.  



Upon receipt, the laboratory results and associated field parameters will be tabulated.  Following review 



by Montrose, the results table and laboratory report will be submitted to EPA and the State.  Given the 



limited nature of the Phase 1 functional testing, no additional reporting is required for this test.    












Subject: Phase 1 Functional Test Memo
To: "pemodog@sbcglobal.net" <pemodog@sbcglobal.net>, Cynthia Babich
 <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
Cc: "Barton, Dana" <Barton.Dana@epa.gov>, "MARTINEZ, YARISSA"
 <martinez.yarissa@epa.gov>, "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>, "DIAZ,
 ALEJANDRO" <Diaz.Alejandro@epa.gov>, "Wetmore, Cynthia"
 <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>


Hi Cynthia,


Per our conversation last week, please find attached the Phase 1 Functional Test (i.e., 30-60
 minute test) memo.  The test has been schedule to happen tomorrow, February 26.  As
 mentioned in Attachment 2 of the February 17 agenda, we will be providing test results to
 DAAC within 7-10 days of receipt by EPA.  It is now anticipated these results will be
 delivered to EPA within 1-3 weeks after completion of the test.  If you have any questions,
 please feel free to contact me.


 


Thanks,


David


 


David Yogi


Manager, Community Involvement Section


Superfund Division


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency


Phone:  415-972-3350


Mobile:  415-760-5419


Email:  yogi.david@epa.gov
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